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OUR READERS will see in another column a report of 
acase of In re the Professional Life Assurance Society, 
in the Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

To the decision itself we have nothing to say, so far 
as we know it appears to be in accordance with the law; 
but we desire to call attention to it as showing how com- 
pletely the chief clerks of the equity judges exercise 
judicial functions which were never intended to be vested 
inthem. True, any party can insist on being heard by 
the judge himself, but, so long as this course is optional, 
it will always be exceptional, whereas the Masters’ 
Abolition Act intended, and justice requires, that it 
should be the rule. 

So long, however, as the equity judges are expected to 
sit in court from ten a.m. till four (or, at any rate, three) 
pm., on six days in the week, it is hopeless to expect 
that all opposed matters in chambers, or a tithe of them, 
can be brought under the direct cognizance of the judge. 
The Act obviously contemplated that every order in cham- 
bers, not by consent, should be actually pronounced by 
the judge himself; and we think that this rule ought to 
be rigidly adhered to, except as to orders for time, and 
other mere machinery of the conduct of a cause. The 
idea of an adjudication by the chief clerk on a disputed 
point of right is foreign to the whole scope of the Act, 
and yet every one who knows anything of chancery pro- 
ceedings knows that the most important questions in a 
cause frequently arise in the course of taking accounts 
in chambers, and can only be brought before the judge by 
the expensive and hazardous machinery of a “summons 
to vary certificate.” 

If the judges cannot (and we admit that they cannot) do 
this work without sitting one or more entire days in each 
week in chambers, they should adopt that course; and if 
then they are unable, in the rest of the week, to get 
through the work of the-Court, there must be more of 
them; but at present it is not clear that any incon- 
venience could arise were each judge to sit one whole day 
(not all on the same day) in each week in chambers to dis- 
pose of opposed summonses; nor does it yet appear that 
this time, added to that at present devoted by their 
Honours to the same purpose, would not be amply suffi- 
cient to meet the necessities of the case. 


THE PAPERS OF LAST WEEK give a history of a some- 
what discreditable scene, which is reported to have taken 
place at Leamington Petty Sessions. 

It appears that the magistrates there have had a 
quarrel with one of their number, a Mr. O. Pell, a gentle- 
man, we believe, once famous in the world of cricket, and 
they, so far as we can learn unwarrantably, refused to 
sit with him, and retired into a private room. Mr. Pell, 
determined not to be balked of his authority, followed 
the justices into the private room, to the great amusement 
of a densely crowded court. Shortly afterwards, how- 
ever, another magistrate arrived, and the room being in- 
conveniently crowded, the justices adjourned to the court, 
and here the following spectacle was, we are told, enacted 
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throughout the whole day: —“ When each witness entered 
the box, Mr, Pell persisted in administering the oath, 
and the clerk, under the direction of the other magis- 
trates, did the same thing. If Mr. Pell was fortunate 
enough to gabble through the prescribed form before the 
clerk, then the magistrates would cry out to the witness, 
‘Don’t kiss the book,’ which Mr. Pell neutralized by a 
vehement exclamation of ‘Kiss the book.’ Sometimes 
the witness had two oaths administered, both of which 
he was informed, were illegal; and at other times there 
was such confusion prevailing—two gentlemen talking 
at the same time—that the oath seemed a mass of unin- 
telligible gibberish.” 

If such a scene as this, or anything like it, really 
took place, we can only say that it is hard to say 
on whom the blame -should fall most severely. All 
parties seemed to have laboured with most patient 
ingenuity to put themselves in the wrong. We think 
that the magistrates were wrong in adjourning to a 
private room; that Mr. Pell was wrong in following them 
thither; that the clerk and the magistrates were all 
wrong in the unseemly squabble about the oath, and Mr. 
Pell most wrong of all in persisting in turning a court 
of justice into a bear-garden. 








THE CONTEST BETWEEN LAW AND FREEDOM OF CON- 
TRACT is not yet terminated, simply because the province 
of Government interference is not yet correctly defined. 
Political econony, however, ought either to relinquish the 
claim so long and earnestly made to be regarded as a 
strict science, or else its professors, before entering upon 
details, should state clearly the limits within which its 
laws must operate, and what is the province of positive 
law in relation to freedom of contract. “The province 
of Government determined,” constitutes, indeed, the 
heading of one of the chapters in Mr. Mills’ great work ; 
but how slightly that question has been treated is best 
known to those who are most familiar with the book. 
Let us take, for example, the Factory Acts. The policy 
of those Acts is supported on the ground that the Govern- 
ment should protect those who, by reason of youth or 
inexperience, are incompetent to protect themselves. 
But when we come to the case of a railway com- 
pany and its employés, the application of this 
rule requires still further modification. On the one 
hand, a labourer anxious to overwork himself in con- 
sideration of extra pay, would feel it hard to hear the law 
say to him, ‘you shall not earn more than so much’; on 
the other hand instances do occur where natural cupidity 
or extreme want is taken advantage of to enforce ex- 
cessive labour. These observations have been suggested 
to us by two cases which have lately come to light. In 
one an inquest was not long since held upon the body of 
a labourer, who had actually worked for two days and 
nights and a half day incessantly, and then died from ex- 
haustion consequent upon such labour. In the other, a 
man was last week killed at the Camden Station of the 
North London Railway by being crushed between two 
trucks. It was shown that he had been working over 
time to an enormous extent, so much so that it was said 
he had earned nine days pay in one week. The effect 
was that the man was “dazed,” and unable to take care 
of himself. 

We are far from attributing any blame, either to the 
steward under whom the one man worked or the foreman 
who had in charge the other, but such results of the ex- 
cessive competition for employment which prevails in 
this country raise the grave question of political and 
social economy already pointed out. 


ROBBERIES have lately been of frequent occurrence in 
the Courts of Chancery. Not long ago a shorthand 
writer had his coat stolen before his eyes while taking a 
judgment of the Lord Chancellor. He could not leave off 
writing for fear of losing a sentence, and could not make 
a disturbance for fear of committal for contempt; and 
only within the last few days a reporter had a small 
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parcel, containing valuables, abstracted from his coat 
pocket whilst taking a judgment of the Lords Justices. 


THE CLAIMS of justice have been, to a certain extent, 
satisfied against Count Eulenberg, who, our readers will 
recollect, was charged with the murder of Mr. Ott, at 
Bonn. He is reported (though the truth of the report 
is contradicted, and there appears to be no means of 
testing it correctness) to have been tried by a court 
martial and condemned to nine months’ detention in a 
fortress. It will probably never transpire whether this 
tardy action has been brought about by diplomatic inter- 
ference, or whether the Prussian military authorities were 
moved thereto by a sense of the gravity of the charge; 
but, whatever may have been the causa causans, it is 
some satisfaction to know that the immunities accorded 
to Prussian nobles are not quite so extensive as has been 
alleged. 

THIS DAY WEEK a numerous deputation, including a 
large number of members of the House of Commons, had 
an interview with Mr. Cardwell on the subject of Jamaica. 
It was intended that the Premier should also have been 
present at the interview, but a severe cold prevented his 
lordship’s attendance. The object of the deputation was 
to request that a full, searching, and impartial investiga- 
tion should be made, not only into the recent outbreak, 
but into the whole condition and affairs of the island; 
and that in the meantime Governor Eyre should be sus- 
pended or re-called. Mr. Cardwell stated that the Govern- 
ment had already anticipated the demand for a full and 
impartial investigation, and that as soon as the arrange- 
ments were complete they would be made public. With 
respect to the re-call of the Governor, he reminded the de- 
putation that they asked for a fair investigation, and he 
did not consider that it would be right to prejudge the 
question by recalling the Governor in the meantime. 

Our readers will recollect that not long since James 
Stephens, the Fenian prisoner, escaped from Richmond 
Penitentiary, Dublin. The authorities have instituted a 
“full and searching,” and, we presume, an “impartial,” 
investigation into the circumstances, and in the mean- 
time, as our readers will have seen,* Mr. Marquis, the 
governor of the prison, has been suspended. 

The only difference we can see between the two cases 
is that a prima facie case has been made out against Mr. 
Eyre, and none against Mr. Marquis, but we presume that 
Mr. Cardwell and Lord Wodehouse have different views 
of what constitutes “impartiality ’ pending an inquiry.t 


THE Globe has reason to believe that the Master of the 
Rolls will shortly be elevated to the Peerage. 


WE ARE INFORMED that the proposed Government 
Commissioners to inquire into the late disturbances in 
Jamaica, are to be Sir Edward Head, well known for his 
success as Governor of Canada; Sir Henry Storks, a dis- 
tinguished military officer, who was not signally success- 
ful as Lord High Commissioner of the Ionian Islands, 
and who has now been instructed with the temporary 
government of Jamaica, and Vernon Lushington, Esq., 
the new Deputy-Judge Advocate, a deserving young 
gentleman whose merits are not unappreciated by a 
grateful country. Against this last gentleman an objec- 
tion has been raised to the effect that he is well known 
for his “anti-slavery tendencies.’ We never should 
have suspected that this was a disqualification for any 
conceivable office under the British Crown; if, indeed, 
it can be shown that Mr. Lushington has committed 
himself to a foregone conclusion upon the merits of the 
particular case to be investigated, that would, we think, 
render his sppointment as commissioner t objectionable; 


* 10 Sol. Jour. 123. 

t Since these lines were printed, the Government have determined 
to erepent Governor Eyre pending the inquiry, and Sir Henry ~— 
has n nominated temporary-acting Governor in his stead. 

heen Gone—and in our opinion rightly done—in such a PB. 


as not to e aD; mn whatever on the merits of the ques- 
oT nie , 





——<$<—<—=— 
but if a man of known abhorrence of slavery, and ql 
that slavery brings with it and after it, is disqualified fy 
the office in question, we fear that the Government yj] 
have to seek for their commissioners among the staff of 
the Standard. ; 

At all events, whether Mr. Lushington’s appoint. 
ment be objectionable or not, one thing is clear, 
unless one at least of the commissioners be a lawyer, 
and a real practising, not a nominal, lawyer, the 
investigation will not be satisfactory. We are in. 
clined to think, moreover, that the plan pursuq 
by the House of Commons in the Wilde-Welch-Weg, 
bury inquiry, of adding to the impartial and judicial 
commissioners two advocates, merely as advocates, and ty 
secure a full and searching investigation on both sides, 
might be most advantageously followed in this instance, 
We fear that if the commissioners are sent to Jamaica, 
unaccompanied by anyone whose business it is “to make 
a case,” the matter will not meet with that thorough 
sifting which its importance, and the gravity of the situ. 
ation, demands. While, on the other hand, if anyone be 
sent for that purpose, justice demands that he should be 
counterbalanced by similarly accredited “ counsel for the 
defendant.” 


THE Standard of the 9th inst. publishes, with strong 
expressions of disgust and indignation, two letters which 
have been addressed to Miss Eyre, on the subject of her 
brother’s conduct in Jamaica. We have not a word t 
say in defence of these letters, which are, in our opinion, 
specimens of the brutality produced by strong feelings of 
revenge, unchecked by “any sense of justice or good 
taste,” and we think the writers have erred unpardonably, 
The letters, themselves, however, breathe very much the 
same spirit, though on the other side, which we have of 
late observed in sundry leading articles in divers morning 
daily papers: the same thirst for blood, the same desire 
to wreak on some one the longed-for vengeance, the same 
indifference to the question whether the victim were or 
not one of the guilty. 

Insulting a lady because you think her brother has been 
a murderer, is not so very unlike flogging a woman be 
cause you suspect her husband, or father, or son, to bea 
rebel, conduct which, if the woman be but dark-skinned, 
the Standard appears to think praiseworthy. 


THE DECISION of the Courtof Criminal Appeal in the case 
of Reg. v. Beale, 14 W. R. 57, which came before that Court 
on the 11th ult., on an appeal from Middlesex Sessions, 
will probably set at rest a question which bas been lately 
contested at more than one Court of Quarter Sessions 
since the passing of the Consolidated Criminal Statute 
(24 & 25 Vict.cc.94—100). The prisoner had been con- 
victed of an attempt to have carnal knowledge of a child 
under ten years of age. A question of consent on the 
part of the child was raised at the trial, and the learned 
judge told the jury that if they were satisfied that the 
girl actually consented to the act being done, then they 
should acquit the prisoner, but that consent meant a willing 
mind on her part to allow the act to be done, and that if 
from her tender years, not knowing what was being 
done, she merely submitted without the exercise of any 
will by her, it would be such an assault in law as would 
support the indictment. The prisoner appealed against 
that ruling. The Court confirmed the conviction, the 
Chief Baron remarking that the consent of the child 
was altogether unimportant. 

Prior to the passing of the late Act there seems # 
have been no doubt that an offence such as that com- 
mitted by the prisoner in this case was complete, n0t- 
withstanding any consent on the part of the child whose 
outrage was attempted, in accordance with the general 
principle that an attempt to commit a felony is a misde 
meanor. In consequence, however, of the peculiar word- 
ing of the new enactment (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100), in which, 
after affixing certain penalties to actual carnal knowledge 
of children (ss. 50, 51), of specified ages, proceeds (s. 52); 











L6, 1865, 
—= 
very, and lj 
qualified fo, 
rnment wil 
x the Staff of 


’s Appoint. ; 


S is clea 
e a la 

lawyer, ‘the 
Ve are ip. 
in pursued 
Velch- West, 
nd judicial 
ates, and tp 
both Sides, 
is instance, 


t thorough 
of the i. 
“anyone be 
> should be 
sel for the 


‘ith strong 
ters which 
ct of her 
& word to 
ir Opinion, 
eelings of 
2 or good 
irdonably, 
much the 
> have of 
} morning 
me desire 
the same 
L Were or 








has been 
man he- 
1, to bea 
-Skinned, 




































































Dec. 16,1865. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


139 








under the marginal note, “ Attempt to commit the last 
two offences,” to prescribe the penalty for “any indecent 
assault upon any female, or any attempt to have carnal 
knowledge of any girl under twelve years of age,” 
several of the judges, whose duty it is to preside at 
uarter sessions, have conceived the idea that something 
of the nature of an assault, in law if not in fact, over and 
above the attempt itself, is essential to a conviction 
for an attempt of this nature. Under this idea we 
have ourselves heard a learned recorder, who had evi- 
dently bestowed much thought on the subject, direct, 
with evident reluctance, the acquittal of an old man 
charged with having committed this offence against a 
child of very tender years indeed, the evidence being 
that she was in the habit of consorting with him, and 
submitting to indecent liberties, though no actual carnal 
knowledge was proved, or indeed alleged. 

It is satisfactory to find that these doubts are now dis- 
pelled, and that, in the opinion of the judges of the 
Court of Criminal Appeal, it has not been made necessary 
to prove dissent from such an attempt on the pari of a 
child, who would, in ordinary cases, if the attempt were 
made by one with whom she was familiar, be too young 
to know that there was any reason why she should resist. 





THE PRINCIPLE OF ENGLISH LAW, that every man is 
presumed to be innocent till found to be guilty, not un- 
frequently receives very curious treatment at the hands 
of our judges, and it cannot always be said that a 
prisoner against whom no sufficient evidence is offered 
“leaves the court without a stain on his character.” But 
probably there had never arisert an instance in which a 
judge has hsrangued an acquitted prisoner. upon the 
enormity of his crime; has, in effect, said to him “ I agree 
that you are innocent of the charge, but it was a most 
disgraceful thing for you to do;” until Mr, Bodkin, the 
worthy assistant-judge at the Middlesex Sessions, de- 
livered himself the other day of this startling specimen 
of inconsequence. 

Henry Walton, aged 38, was indicted before him 
for indecently assaulting Elizabeth Johnstone, a 
child of tender years, and the jury, after a short consul- 
tation, returned a verdict of not guilty, whereupon the 
assistant-judge (addressing the prisoner) said— The 
jury have found you not guilty,and I do not find fault 
with their verdict, but at thesametimeI must say that you 
leave the court one of the most debased and degraded 
human beings in associating yourself with children of 
such tender age.” 

It appeared that the prisoner had hitherto borne a 
most excellent and irreproachable character from several 
gentlemen in whose employment he had been, and we 
can hardly conceive a more cruel misuse of the vantage 
ground of the Bench than this illogical expression of 
opinion on the part of the judge. Henceforth let no 
one quote, as the climax of absurdity, the well-known 
verdict of the Sussex jury, “not guilty, but he mustnot do 
it again.” 

IN THE CASE of Miss Longworth against the Saturday 
Review, the pursuer has lodged notice of motion in the 
Court of Session for a rule for a new trial. 








WE RECOMMEND to such of our readers as have doubts 
on the necessity of assimilating English and Scottish 
law to the perusal of the case Re Wilson’s Trusts, 14 
W. R.161. Theeffect which we see by the report of this case 
in the present anomalous state of the marriage laws as they 
apply to these two parts of the realm may have on per- 
sons perfectly innocent, is such as to call forth the sym- 
pathy of all, but so long as the difference in the marriage 
laws already referred to exists, cases similar to that of 
the partiesin Wilson’s Trusts will becontinually occurring. 
The law of marriage in Ireland again, differs in several 
material points from that of this island, and it is obvious 
that the remarks made respecting Scotland are yet more 
apt as regards Ireland. It is not improbable that the 
Legislature may, during the next session, take some steps 





to satisfy the requirements of the country on this subject, 
but whether that be so or not thenecessity for the assimi- 
lation of the marriage laws over the whole of the 
United Kingdom cannot be too much insisted on. 





JAMES ANDERSON, Esq., Q.C., and C. Grey Wother- 
spoon, Esq., barrister-at-law, have been appointed mem- 
bers of the Board of Examiners for the admission of stu- 
dents to the Inns of Court for the ensuing year. 





THOUGH THE ESCAPE OF A PRISONER from the custody 
of his jailors is no very unfrequent occurrence, the cir- 
cumstances generally resolve themselves into insufficiency 
of guard, and there does not appear to be any such per- 
son now-a-days as a real Jack Sheppard. We would not, 
therefore, think it necessary to refer to the escape of 
Stephens from Richmond Jail, were it not that it affords 
a notable instance of a somewhat increasing evil. Per- 
sons, in the custody of constables, but too often escape, 
and so free themselves from the penalties due to their 
offences. As an instance of how this may be effected we 
have only to read the account of an organised attempt at 
a rescue which took place in front of the Bow-street 
Police Court not long ago, to show how very little more 
organization and unity in plan of action would have been 
sufficient for the purpose. Fortunately these men and 
women loitering outside our police courts do not know 
what power they might exercise daily when prisoners are 
removed in “ the van,” and for that reason, and that only, 
are these attempts at rescue ineffectual. On the occasion 
referred to the police were warned that an attempt at 
rescu? was about to be made, but, although prepared in 
this way, the numbers they were able to bring to guard 
the avenue from the door of the police court to that of 
the prison van were not sufficient to prevent such a con- 
fusion as to necessitate a prisoner being thrown down to 
prevent his being rescued. Times without number has 
the state of the Metropolitan police courts, and of the 
cells connected with them, been commented on in the 
columns of this Journal, and the circumstances of the 
disturbance alluded to suggest another defect in their state. 
It may be difficult to obtain, in the immediate vicinity of a 
metropolitan police court, a space sufficiently large for an 
enclosed yard for the van to drive into; but, no doubt, if 
the authorities were fully impressed with the reality of 
the need, such space might be found evenif a house 
were pulled down for the purpose. The property in the 
police courts is, if we are rightly informed, vested in the 
Chief Commissioner of Police, and it is therefore the 
duty of Sir Richard Mayne, by this or other means, to 
save his men from the discredit attaching to a successful 
attempt at rescue; if there be a better and cheaper place 
than ours, we hope to see it put in practice, if not, the 
suggestion we have made may be found useful. 

Si quid novisti rectius istis 
Candidus imperti; si non, his utere mecum. 





WE ARE CREDIBLY INFORMED that Mr. M. D. Hill, 
Recorder of Birmingham, has come to the determination 
of resigning the office which he has so long held. 





We REGRET to announce the death of Mr. W. A. James, 
Solicitor, of Parliament-street. He died on Wednesday, at 
his private residence in the Highgate-road. He succeeded 
Mr. Humphreys, the present coroner for Middlesex, as 
the Liberal registration agent; Mr. Humphreys having 
succeeded the well-known Mr. Coppock. 





WE ARE sorry to have to announce the death of Mr. 
Frederick Ashworth, barrister, who died on Saturday, 
from the result of a fall down stairs at his hotel in Man- 
chester, where he was attending the Winter Assizes. 
Whether the fall was caused by a fit, or by his foot 
slipping, could not be ascertained, but the evidence at 
the inquest was rather in favour of the former alterna- 
tive. Mr. Ashworth was called to the Bar by the Honour- 


able Society of the Inner Temple in Hiliary Term, 1846. 








140 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Dec. 16, 1865, 








MARTIAL LAW. 


The recent proceedings of Governor Eyre in Jamaica, 
which have called forth so much public comment, have 
given prominence to certain questions which we in this 
country have fortunately seldom had occasion to consider, 
and as to which much ignorance appears to prevail. 

It is said that independently of the question arising 
from the deportation of Mr. Gordon from Kingston to 
Morant Bay, which is represented as a mere informality 
in procedure, and, assuming him to have been guilty of 
instigating the revolt, no substantial ground of com- 
plaint can exist against his summary execution, as he 
was “regularly tried and found guilty by a court 
martial.” - 

It has been urged in reply to this that the court 
martial was composed of junior officers, and that their 
proceedings were hasty and founded on insufficient evi- 
dence; but if it be coneeded that the court martial was 
a legal tribunal having authority to try and condemn 
Mr. Gordon, these considerations, though capable of 
being used in support of charges of partiality or undue 
severity on the part of the authorities, would not affect 
the legality of the sentence, or expose those concerned in 
it to legal liability, it being an established principle of 
law that officers of justice, acting within their juris- 
diction and without malice, are not liable for the conse- 
quences of their acts. 

But the question raised in this matter is far wider and 
deeper than any question as to the fitness of particular 
officers, or the mode in which they have executed the 
functions intrusted to them. It is the all-important, and 
indeed vital, question whether, in a British colony where 
the common law of England prevails, it is competent for 
the representative of the Queen, with or without the 
advice of the local council (who are, in many cases, mere 
nominees of the governor), to abrogate the common law 
of England and inaugurate in its place a system of 
government (for it cannot be rightly called law) such 
as we are in the habit of describing, when exem- 
plified in Prussia, as a “paternal government,’ in 
which the lives and property of all her Majesty’s subjects, 
high and low, white and black, are at the absolute mercy 
of the governor, who clothes himself for the occasion 
with the absolute authority, and we presume with the 
wisdom, of the caliph Haroun Alraschid, or any other 
Eastern potentate. 

It is said that this can be done by the simple process 
of declaring “‘ martial law.” What then is martial law ? 

Martial law is defined in Tomlin’s “ Law Dictionary ” to 
be “ The law of war, that depends upon the just but arbi- 
trary power and pleasure of the king or his lieutenant ; 
for though the king doth not make any laws but by 
common consent in Parliament, yet, in time of war, by 
reason of the necessity of it to guard against dangers 
that often arise, he useth absolute power, so that his 
word is a law.” 

The above definition is, we believe, a true one; 
martial law is, in effect, no law at all, but the ex- 
pression of the will of the military commander. This 
was, in fact, the definition given to it by the late Duke 
of Wellington. In actual practice, however, the above 
definition requires some limitation. 

The expression “ martial law” appears to have three 
different meanings, according to the subjects and occasions 
to which it is applied. 

In the first place, “martial law” is applied to the 
code of military procedure established in this country by 
the Mutiny Acts, and in all other countries by similar 
legislation, according to which discipline is maintained 
among the military and naval forces of the State. 

This code, though in many respects an abridgment 
of common law rights, is, in this country, regulated in 
the strictest manner by statute, every possible safeguard 
being taken to ensure impartial justice. For this purpose 
minute regulations have been enacted or authorised as 


NER 
constitution of such courts; and such courts stand, with. 
out doubt, on the same footing, as to privileges ang 
liabilities, as civil courts of justice. This authori 
however, extends only over persons actually engaged jn 
military service, and there car be no no doubt that if g 
court martial were to act in excess of its jurisdiction, 
if, for example, it were to imprison or execute a civilian, 
not lawfully subject to the Mutiny Acts, the members of 
it would be liable, as individuals, for the consequences 
of their actions. 

In the second place, “martial law” is applied to the 
dealings of an army in the field with those who are 
brought into contact with it, and, in this sense, is often 
spoken of as the “customs of war.” 

These customs are regulated by no written code, but by 
the general consent of civilised nations. For example, it 
is understood that the commanding officer of an army in 
the field may lawfully execute or otherwise punish spies or 
persons tampering with the fidelity of his troops, persons 
guilty of treacherous or barbarous conduct, or civilians as. 
sisting or giving information to the enemy, or interfering 
with his military operations; so he may lawfully forage on 
the country, and compel the inhabitants to afford him 
reasonable assistance in transporting and feeding his 
troops. On the other hand, it is well understood that it 
is a violation of the customs of war to refuse quarter, 
except in very extreme cases; to beat, illuse, or put to 
death priscners of war, or non-combatants, or combatants 
who lay down their arms; to illtreat the enemy’s sick and 
wounded; to inflict torture on anybody, and notably on 
persons about to be executed; or to flog or illuse women and 
children. In dealing with these questions, the commanding 
officer must act upon his own responsibility alone, and on 
such evidence as he deems satisfactory. He may, if he 
please, delegate the inquiry into these matters to one or 
more subordinate officers, but such officers are, in no legal 
sense, a “court martial.” They are nothing more than 
a committee of officers executing the orders of their 
superior; and, indeed, are more generally described by 
the term “ military commission,” and the sentence they 
pass is the sentence of the commanding officer. 

The power exercised by the commanding officer in 
these cases depends on the law of actual necessity, and 
must be judged by that law; and an officer exercising 
such powers must be prepared in every case to justify 
his acts by that law. Where, as is generally the 
case, the acts complained of are done in an enemy’s 
country, and are part of the operations of war, no 
remedy can be obtained except such doubtful remedies as 
may be obtained by remonstrances or threats of retalia- 
tion; but where the acts complained of are done by 
British officers in her Majesty’s dominions, there is no 
doubt whatever of the responsibility of the parties who 
have done them to the regular tribunals of the country, 
who are competent and bound to decide whether or not 
the acts in question are capable of justification. 

There is a third description of “ martial law,” if the 
name of law can be applied to it, which exists only in 
the heat of actual warfare or riot, and is based on the 
maxim that “inter arma silent leges.” It amounts, in 
effect, to the law of absolute force, tempered only by 
humanity, and is held to authorise the destruction of 
human life to any extent, and in almost any manner, for 
the purpose of securing victory. Even, however, in this 
last appeal to force, some limitations are interposed by 
humanity, as it has never been held lawful, even in the 
most savage warfare, to murder enemies in cold blood, to 
murder, beat, or illuse women and children, to inflict 
torture, to retaliate for tortures inflicted by the enemy, 
or to continue the work of destruction for an hour longer 
than the exigencies of the conflict render absolutely 
necessary. *% 

In cases of this sort, courts martial or military com- 
missions are, of course, out of the question, as the fact of 
a prisoner being brought before such a tribunal is evi- 
dence that the conflict, as far as he is concerned, has 
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be treated as such, or a man charged with an offence 
against the municipal law of the land, and entitled to be 
judged by that law. 

A state of war or riot, in which violence super- 
sedes justice, cannot, of course, be regulated or con- 
templated by the laws of any country; but there is no 
doubt of the competency of English tribunals to adjudi- 
cate upon all acts done, by either side, under such cir- 
cumstances. The provisions of the Riot Act, 1 Geo. 1, 
stat. 2, c. 5, which provide that persons who, under cer- 
tain specified conditions, assist the civil magistrate in up- 
holding the authority of the law, shall be exempt from 
the legal consequences of their acts, are conclusive as to 
this point. 

The above three cases appear to be the only cases to 
which the term “ martial law,” as distinguished from the 
common law on the one hand, and from utter lawless- 
ness on the other, can, with propriety, be applied; and it 
must, we think, be one or other of the above descriptions 
of “martial law,’ to which the acts of Governor Eyre 
and his subordinates must be referred, and according to 
which they must be judged. That they should be fairly 
and impartially judged is due not only to the officers con- 
cerned, but to the honour of the country. 

As to the men who were killed in actual conflict, no 
doubts are likely to arise. It appears that the Riot Act 
was duly read (a fact which shows that English law had 
not then been superseded), and the loss of life on that oc- 
casion, even if it might have been prevented by more 
judicious conduct on the part of the local authorities 
(a point on which we express no opinion), cannot be laid 
to the charge of the Governor or the military officers. 

But the case of Mr. Gordon and of the hundreds of un- 
armed men, and we fear also women and children, who 
have been, “hung, shot, and flogged’ (we quote the 
Governor’s own words), long after every semblance of 
armed resistance (if there ever were any) had ceased, is a 
matter which requires the gravest inquiry. 

We know that dreadful deeds have been done and 
justified in such cases. We have all read of Tilly in the 
Thirty Years War, and of the excesses committed by some 
of Napoleon’s generals in Spain and Germany: and the 
excuse made for them has been that the safety of their 
armies depended on “ striking terror ” into a hostile popu- 
lation. If Governor Eyre can show us that his acts, 
though done among a population of natural born British 
subjects, speaking our language and brought up under 
our laws, admit of a similar justification, we must, though 
with grief and shame, admit his plea. It remains how- 
ever for Governor Eyre to satisfy, not only the*British 
nation, but the tribunals which administer the laws of 
England, first, that he had authority, under the circum- 
stances, to subject the country to martial law; and, 
secondly, that the acts done under his orders were justi- 
fiable even according to the stern code of martial law. 

The “martial law” proclaimed by Governor Eyre, and 
acted upon by his subordinates, cannot of course fall under 
the first or third of the cases above described, as the 
persons executed were not subject to military discipline, 
and the actual conflict had long ceased. If the “ martial 
law ” of Governor Eyre were anything better than sheer 
Violence and lawlessness, it must fall under the second of 
the above cases. Were then the acts of Governor Eyre 
and his subordinates such as would be held lawful 
according to the customs of war by a commanding officer 
nan enemy’s country ? Unless he can establish this, 
and the evidence on which it is to be established has yet 
to be furnished, Governor Eyre must stand convicted of a 
Violation, not only of the laws of humanity and justice, 
but of the laws of England, and the customs of war. 

In discussing the above questions we have purposely 
abstained from entering into the merits of the case, or 
the evidence on which it must rest, and we have assumed 
In favour of Governor Eyre that Mr. Gordon and a large 
number of the inhabitants of Jamaica were really in 
league against the Government and contemplated an 
armed insurrection. This fact is strenuously denied by 





Mr. Gordon’s friends, but we submit that its truth or 
falsehood, though it may have much bearing on the policy, 
in no way affects the legality of the Governor's acts. 
The plans (if any) of Mr. Gordon and his supporters 
could scarcely have been so complete or well organised as 
those of the Irish rebels in 1848 or of the Fenians in the 
present year, and yet in neither case was it found necessary 
to have recourse to extraordinary acts of violence and 
cruelty to “ strike terror” into the Irish population. 

With reference to this subject our attention has been 
directed to two historical events, one of which illustrates 
the severity with which the judgment of history visits a 
violation even of the forms of justice, for the purpose of 
ensuring the execution of a political adversary, and the 
second shows the extreme vigilance with which the law 
of England protects the lives of the meanest of the 
Queen’s subjects against the abuses of arbitrary power. 

The first is the well-known case of the Duke d’Enghien, 
who was, on the 15th of March, 1804, seized by order of 
the First Consul in the semi-independent territory of 
Baden, and taken forcibly to Paris. On his arrival there 
he was tried before a court-martial, composed of officers 
of rank, on charges of corresponding with the enemies of 
the French Republic, and of attempts against the safety 
of the State. On these charges he was found guilty, and 
immediately executed. 

The Duke d’Enghien was a French subject by birth, 
and a Royalist, and there is no reason to doubt that he 
was, like the rest of his family, on intimate terms, if not 
actually in league, with the Royalist party, who were 
undoubtedly conspiring against the existing Government 
of France. But in spite of these facts, the illegality of 
his trial and seizure were so flagrant that his execution has 
been universally stigmatised as a cruel and dastardly 
murder, and an everlasting stain on the name of 
Napoleon. 

‘* C'est pour cela, tyran, que ta gloire tarnie 
Fera par ton forfait douter de ton genie.” 
—Lamartine’s Ode on Napoleon. 

The second case is that of Joseph Wall, who, having 
been a distinguished officer in the British army, was 
appointed Governor of Goree, on the coast of Africa. 
On the 10th of July, 1782, in consequence of the 
mutinous conduct of some of the soldiers under his 
command, he ordered a sergeant named Benjamin 
Armstrong to be tied up to a gun and to receive 800 
lashes, which, in those days, was not an unusual or 
exorbitant punishment. The man died in consequence 
of the punishment, and the Government having on the 
return of Governor Wall, instituted an inquiry into the 
conduct of the Governor, he left the country, and remained 
abroad eighteen years. In 1801 he voluntarily returned 
to England, and expressed his readiness to stand a trial. 
On the 20th of January, 1802, he was tried at the Old 
Bailey for the wilful murder of Benjamin Armstrong. 
It was proved at the trial that the punishment 
was excessive and had been illegally inflicted; that 
the forms prescribed by the articles of war for the 
trial of offenders charged with mutiny had not been 
duly observed, and that although there had been mutinous 
conduct among the soldiers, there was no such imminent 
or urgent necessity as to justify the governor in violating 
the law. It was conceded by the prosecution that such 
imminent or urgent necessity (had it existed) would 
have been an answer to the charge. On this evidence 
Governor Wall was convicted and sentenced to death, 
and on the 28th of January, 1802, he was hanged at 
Newgate. 

It is probable that had the trial of Governor Wall 
taken place in modern times, when a more merciful 
system prevails, his life would have been spared. There 
is, however, a striking similarity between the act for 
which he suffered death and the acts which are now laid 
to the charge of Governor Eyre, and his fate is a valuable 
illustration of the all-important dogmas which are the 
boast of our national jurisprudence, that no rank or 
station is above the law, and that the life of the meanest 
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British subject is not to be ‘taken from him, except in 
pursuance of the lawful judgment of his peers, and in 
accordance with the Common Law of the land. 





GENERAL JURISPRUDENCE.* 
No. 2. 

In my last paper I brought under notice some species 
of laws, or of what are called laws, some of which were 
very remotely, and others somewhat closely, analogous to 
positive laws. I said that of the laws which are set by 
men to men, many are laws improper; and that there 
were also some laws proper which are set by men to men, 
which were not positive laws, and which I should there- 
fore have to distinguish from positive laws; but that as 
the marks of these laws were negative, I should proceed 
next to consider by what features positive law was to be 
distinguished. 

Positive laws are set by the supreme or sovereign 
power in a state or independent political society to its 
own subjects. When law is set by a determinate person 
or persons, and so is a law proper, it is evidently a 
truism to say that it is set by a determinate superior. 
The very notion of a law proper implies a power to com- 
mand, and therefore implies that the condition of the 
person setting the law is superior to that of the persons 
to whom it is set; but in positive law the superiority 
implied is political superiority, andit is alsopolitical supe- 
riority in the same society; and that society being entire 
and independent, it is the political superiority of some 
one person or body in that society over every other person 
or body in the same society. 

But when I say that positive laws are set by the 
supreme or sovereign person or body in a state, I come 
upon a fact from which our first division of law in re- 
spect of its origin will be derived; I mean the fact that, 


although all laws are set by the supreme or sovereign 
power, they are not all made immediately and directly 


by that power itself. For instance, amongst ourselves, 
whilst the statute law is made directly and immediately 
by the supreme or sovereign power, i.e, by the Legis- 
lature, a great deal of our law, such as general rules and 
orders of court, orders in council (many of which are 
properly laws), the bye-laws of corporate bodies, and 
many such others, are made by the Legislature circuit- 
ously or indirectly, being in fact made by political 
“mesne lords” to regulate those whose political superiors 
they are, while they are themselves, in their turn, in a 
state of subjection to the supreme power. 

Mr. Austin also mentions as another example of laws 
which are made by the supreme power circuitously or 
indirectly, the laws which are set by private persons 
in pursuance of legal rights, such as the laws or rules 
which might be set by a guardian to his ward, or by a 
parent to his child. But as there are some nice distinc- 
tions as to the title of these laws to be classed with 
positive laws, dependent upon whether the person having 
the right to make the law is obliged to make it in 
exercise of a legal trust, or may simply choose to make it 
in exercise of his authority, I forbear from pursuing the 
discussion of this kind any further. The distinction to 
which it is sufficient to have called attention is this, that, 
although all laws do emanate in effect from the supreme or 
sovereign power, yet they are capable of being set, and 
they are set, in fact, in one or other of two different 
ways, viz., either by that power directly, or by the same 
power circuitously or indirectly. 

The distinction is not, I believe, pointedly remarked 
on by Blackstone or the other elementary writers who 
have followed in his train, and the maxim Qui fqcit per 
alium facit per se may, perhaps, have been held by them in 
this case, as in other cases of agency, sufficient to cover the 
difference, yet the distinction is a recognised one in 
jurisprudence—the two classes of law amongst the 
civilians being distinguished by the names promulged 
and unpromulged, and sometimes by written and un- 
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written ; the former term in each pair of expressions in. 
dicating the law which flows immediately from a 
sovereign, the latter that which flows immediately from 
a subordinate source. We may ourselves, too, I believe, 
reasonably think that an Act of the Legislature and the 
bye-laws of a railway company have a certain difference of 
dignity and prestige which may justify our assigning to 
them a different rank. 

But, again, we come immediately upon another differ. 
ence in laws in respect of their origin, which is even of 
greater importance than the last, though it has’ always 
been very industriously kept out of view, and is, there- 
fore, not unlikely to have escaped observation. For laws, 
whether they be set by the sovereign power immedi- 
ately, or by some political superior, in a state of 
subjection to, it may be set in one or other of the 
two following modes, that is to say, either legis- 
latively—i. e¢., in the way of legislation proper— 
or judicially, which is a way of legislation improper. 
Laws set by Act of Parliament are laws set immediately 
by the supreme power in the way of proper legislation, 
General rules and orders of court, the bye-laws of cor- 
porations, orders in council (having the proper character 
of laws), and many others are laws set circuitously by 
the supreme power also in the way of proper legislation, 
But the law which is set by our various judges setting 
judicially, the new law, that is, which is welded into the 
old by means of the judgments given in our courts of 
law, is law which is set by a subject politically superior in 
the way of improper legislation, or what has hence been 
called judicial legislation. ‘Wein England,” says Mr. 
Maine in his work on Ancient Law, “are well accustomed 
to the extension, modification, and improvement of law by 
a machinery which, in theory, is incapable of altering one 
jot or one line of existing jurisprudence. The process by 
which this virtual legislation is effected is not so much 
insensible as unacknowledged. With respect to that 
great portion of our legal system which is enshrined in 
cases and recorded in law reports, we habitually employ 
a double language, and entertain as it would appear a 
double and inconsistent set of ideas. When a group of 
facts come before an English court for adjudication, the 
whole course of the discussion between the judge and the 
advocate assumes that no question is or can be raised 
which will call for the application of any principles but 
old ones, or of any distinctions but such as have been long 
since allowed. It is taken absolutely for granted that 
there is somewhere a rule of known law which will cover 
the facts of the dispute now litigated, and that if such a 
rule be not discovered, it is only that the necessary 
patience, knowledge, or acumen is not forthcoming to de- 
tect it. Yet the moment the judgment has been delivered 
and reported, we slide unconsciously or unavowedly into 
a new language and a new train of thought. We now 
admit that the new decision has modified the law.” 

Now it being the business of the judge to declare the 
common law, to interpret the statute law, and to extract 
from reported judgments the ratio decidendi of the de- 
cided case, as well as to apply the law when found to 
be the circumstances of the case which may happen to 
before him, it is clear that to discover at what precise 
point the judge passes from expounding old law to pro- 
nouncing new requires a very high degree of legal acu- 
men; yet, looking back we see that the transition has 
been made, and though Blackstone did not confess it, 
those who have followed him do now admit it to be a fact 
that the law of the land is added to by judicial legisla- 
tion. 

We have of late teidned heard something more than 
usual of this judicially-made law fh reference to codifica- 
tion. Mr. Austin, in his 37th, 38th, and 89th lectures, 
enters into a full comparison of the merits and demerits 
of judicial and proper legislation, into which we cannot 
follow him in this place; he also boldly justifies this 
judicially-made law as the indirect and circuitous act of 
the supreme or sovereign power, by whom the practice is 
permitted, and the new law tacitly adopted and approved. 
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Of law made judicially, or in the way of improper 
legislation by the supreme or sovereign power imme- 
diately, there seems to be no example in our English 
system.* The House of Lords, in the exercise of its ap- 

te jurisdiction, is not, I suppose, a political superior 
in a state of subjection to the supreme power, nor is it 
the supreme power itself. Its jurisdiction is admitted to 
be an anomalous one, but its decisions, and the laws 
which flow from them, are evidently of the same cha- 
racter as those which we are now considering. 

The sum of the matter, therefore, as far as concerns 
our English law, seems to be this—that, setting aside the 
law which is made by private persons in pursuance of 
legal rights, all law is resolvable into three classes, viz., 
first, that which is set by the supreme or sovereign 
power directly and in the way of proper legislation; 
secondly, that which is set by a political superior in a 
state of subjection to the supreme or sovereign power in 
the way of proper legislation; and, thirdly, that which is 
set by a political superior in a state of subjection to the 
supreme or sovereign power in the way of improper, or 
what is not unfrequently called judicial, legislation. 








EQUITY. 


WILL—SURVIVORs. 
Re foxe’s Will, M.R., 13 W. R. 1012; Coventry v. Coven- 
try, V.C.K., 13 W. R. 985. 

Two cases have recently been decided, which throw 
much further light upon the meaning of the term survi- 
vors in a will where the context affords no clue to the 
testator’s intention. The first is Re /ve’s Will, 13 W. R. 
1012, in which the testator gave his residuary personalty 
to his wife for life, and then to his sister, E. A., for 
life, and then to his “surviving brothers and sisters 
and their children, to be divided equally between them.” 
The testator left E. A. and another sister and thred 
brothers. The Master of the Rolls held that the wore 
surviving applied to the whole class, and that only 
those who survived the period of distribution could take. 
This case is not strictly analogous to those other cases 
where the word surviving refers to persons who have al- 
ready got direct shares as to A., B., and C., and the sur- 
vivors. But the case is, as it were, to A. for life, remainder 
to the surviving members of a class to whom no estate 
is previously limited. In Shailler v. Groves, 6 Hare, 162, 
where the bequest was to the testator’s wife for her life, 
and at her decease one-half the produce of the fund to be 
received and divided amongst any surviving brothers and 
sisters and their issue share and share alike. The Vice- 
Chancellor decided that the death of the testator was the 
period when the survivorship was to be computed. This 
ruling is certainly inconsistent with that in Re Fba’s 
Will, but was in accordance with the then tendency of 
the Court to adopt the date of the testator’s death as the 
terminus a quo for solving this class of ambiguities. 

The next case on this point is Coventry v. Coventry, 18 
W. R. 985, in which a testator gave a moiety of his real 
estate, after payment of debts, to his wife for life, and after 
her death to form part of the residue, and the remainder 
of the second moiety to be invested and accumulated till 
1875, and with the principal to form part of his residue, 
which he bequeathed to his son, daughter-in-law, and 
grandchildren share and share alike. Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley held that the gift of a life interest in one 
moiety of the property, and the suspension of the time of 
enjoyment of the other, did not affect the time when the 
grandchildren were to be determined. This period he 
considered to be the death of the testator, and that 
grandchildren born afterwards were to be excluded. .This 
ruling appears to us to be directly opposed to the doctrine 
that where a particular interest is carved out, with a 
gift over to the children of the person taking that in- 
terest, or the children of any one else, “such gift will 

* We presume that a strictly declaratory Act of Parliament (of 
Which there are cases) would be an instance of this nature.--Ep. S. J. 





embrace not only the objects living at the death of the 
testator, but all who may subsequently come into exist- 
ence before the period of distribution.” To this effect 
are 9 Mod. 104; 1 Atk. 509; 2 Atk. 329; 1 Mer. 654; 5 
Beay. 45. The children, meantime, take vested interests, 
subject to be rateably diminished on the birth of a new 
object. His Honour’s decision appears to us to be hardly 
warranted by the terms of the will, which directed an 
accumulation till 1875; yet his Honour considered that 
the grandchildren were entitled to the present enjoy- 
ment of their shares. This conflict with the direction 
to accumulate resulted partly from the date when his 
Honour held that the period of survivorship was to be 
computed, and partly from his excluding grandchildren 
born after the testator’s death. His Honour’s decision 
also appears hardly reconcileable with the doctrine that 
under an independent gift to a class of children living at 
a given period, and the issue of such of those children as 
shall be then living, the issue of a child dying in the 
testator’s lifetime, or dead at the date of the will, are en- 
titled. This doctrine was recognized by his Honour 
recently in Lamphier v. Buck, 13 W. R. 727, and in Re 
Turner, 13 W. R. 770, and is, indeed, a plain inference 
from facts, which were the very converse of those in 
Coventry v. Coventry. Such a direct bequest to children 
is, of course, to be distinguished from a substitutionary 
limitation, which merely appoints them to the shares 
of their parents. 

The whole law on these points is very succinctly re- 
ferred to by Lord Justice Turner in White v. Baker, 8 
W. R. 533. His Lordship there says:—‘ Where there is 
a bequest to A. for life, and after his death to B. and C., 
or the survivor of them, some meaning must of course be 
attached to the words “the survivor.” They may refer 
to any of three events, to one of the persons named sur- 
viving the other, to one of them only surviving the testa- 
tor, or to one of them only surviving the tenant for life; 
and in the absence of any indication to the contrary, 
they are taken to refer to the latter event, as being the 
most probable one to have been referred to.” Here 
certainly is an authoritative exposition of the law, so far 
as any extra-judicial statement can be sotermed. For his 
Lordship, in the very case before him, did not mould his 
decision on the principle so enunciated by him, but on 
the ground that the circumstances of the case pointed 
too clearly to the death of one being the period when 
the other was to take, to admit of the application of any 
general rule. Now this shows that White v. Bakerisa 
case almost svi generis; and that raising, as it did, a 
question of survivorship only between two, it ought not 
to have any great weight in more complex cases. 

The case of Crowden v. Stone, 3 Russ. 217, is very im- 
portant in respect of these points. It belongs to the 
first class of the cases referred to by Lord Justice Turner. 
In it a testator gave stock to trustees, to be divided, 
after the death of two persons who had life interests in 
in it, among A., B., C., D., and E., in equal shares; and 
directed that, if any of them should die without issue 
before their respective shares should become payable, the 
share of him, her, or them, so ying without issue, should 
go to and be equally divided among the survivor and 
survivors. A. died, leaving issue who were living at the 
time fixed for the distribution of the funds; then B. died, 
leaving ason, who died withoutissue before the period of 
distribution; shortly afterwards, and also before the 
period of distribution, C. died without issue. Lord Eldon 
decided that B.’s personal representative was not entitled 
to any portion of the funds; and,with an aewmen worthy 
of a better cause, that the one-third of B.’s share, which, 
on the failure of her issue, survived to C., did not, on 
C.’s death, survive to the other legatees, but was trans- 
mitted to her personal representative. Now, wherever a 
bequest is in this way limited to a class, either generally 
or nominatim, the intention of the testator is almost in- 
variably to benefit the objects referred to only, and not 
their next of kin, who may be strangers to the testator. 
Yet the rule in Crowden vy. Stone has been since generally 
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followed in cases where there is a gift to A. for life, and 
then to several persons, with a devesting clause giving 
over the share of any one dying to the survivors; in such 
cases the death of the legatee, and not the period of dis- 
tribution, is the date when the survivorship is usually 
computed. This rule, however, was not followed by 
Vice-Chancellor Wood, in Wilmot v. Flewitt, 13 W. R. 
856, and we can only say we rejoice to find it so. 
White v. Baker and Crowden v. Stone were cases of pure 
personalty. ve v. King, 16 Beav. 46, was a case of per- 
sonalty and realty, directed to be converted into personalty 
on the death of the tenant for life. None of these cases, 
therefore, affects the question at what date is survivor- 
ship to be computed in a devise of realty to A. for life, 
and after A.’s death to B., C., D., and the survivors or 
survivor. In Jve v. King the present Master of the Rolls 
pointed out the distinction between a substitutional gift 
after a bequest to persons as a class and one following a 
gift to individuals nominatim, and showed that, in the 
first class of cases, the death of the testator was the point 
of departure in respect of the question of survivorships. 
None of these cases, however, strictly applied to a devise 
of realty; and, besides, the intention of the testator was 
more or less eked out by the context. 

In the case of Le Gregson’s Trusts, however, 12 W. R. 
935, Vice-Chancellor Wood decided on general principles 
that the rule as regards real estate, when not mixed with 
personalty, was different from that which governs per- 
sonalty and mixed funds; and that in the former case, 
on grounds of feudal origin, the period of survivorship 
must be referred to the death of the testator. And though 
that decision was reversed by the Lords Justices, 13 W. R. 
193, yet their judgment was founded on the special in- 
tention of the particular testator, and Lord Justice Knight 
Bruce took especial care to remark that he did not mean 
to infringe upon the authority of Due v. Prigg, or of any 
other case binding on the Court. It is not, therefore, 
conclusive, that the Lords Justices decided in this, the 
latest case relating to real property, that survivorship 
was to be computed from the death of the tenant for 
life. 

The second class of cases—that in which the death of 
the testator is taken as the period for computing the 
survivorship, is the least popular with the Court, and, as 
already shown, has scarcely any ground left it in mod+rn 
oases, so far at least as personalty is concerned. 

Yet, in soms respects, the death of the testator would 
clearly be the best period for effectuating the intention 
of testators in respect of the question of survivorships; 
as will, we think, be clearly indicated by considering the 
anomalous results of some of the decisions in which the 
period of distribution has been preferred. 

For instance, in Littlejohns v. Household, 21 Beav. 29, 
a testator devised realty to three daughters for life, and 
after their decease to three grandchildren as tenants in 
common in fee; and in case of either of the grandchildren 
dying in the lifetime of the daughters, the share of them 
so dying to be “transferred” to the survivors, and if 
only one should be living, then to him or her so “ surviv- 
ing.” The survivor of the daughters outlived the three 
grandchildren. The present Master of the Rolls held 
that the survivorship had reference to the death of the 
last tenant for life, and that the devesting clause never 
took effect! In Cambridge v. Rous, 25 Beav. 419, there 
was a bequest of personalty to A. for life, and afterwards 
to seven, named persons equally; “ the share of each, when 
he shall happen to die, to be equally divided amongst 
the survivors, unless A. M. P. (one of them) should die 
leaving children, in that case I mean that her children 
should inherit the share of the parent.” The seven all 
died before the tenant for life, A. M. P. being the sur- 
vivor of them. The Master of the Rolls held that the 
seven took equally; that the children of A. M. P. took 
no more than one-seventh; and that the share of one of 
the seven who predeceased the testatrix was undisposed of. 
Now, can anyone consider that the testator intended that 





for realization upon A. M. P. surviving the tenant for life? 
The Vice-Chancellor, in the principal case, indeed cop. 
sidered that Littlejohns v. Houschold and Cambridge v. Rous 
turned upon the special wording of the wills. But we think 
that if unless the Master of the Rolls had not considered 
that a rule of law was in his way, he would have carried 
out the intention of the testator, which clearly was an 
accumulation for the benefit of the survivors. The cage 
of Neathway v. Read, 3 D.M.G. 18, shows that the 
rule of law in this class of cases points to the period of 
distribution, independently of any clause in the will to 
that effect. That was a bequest of personalty to A. for 
life, and after her decease to be divided amongst her sur- 
viving children. Lord Cranworth, assisted by the Lords 
Justices, decided that only the children who survived A, 
could take. That case, we presume, settles this phase 
of the question. 

We may conclude these observations by repeating our 
opinion that the period of survivorship may be in all 
cases most conveniently referred to the period of dis- 
tribution of the fund, or partition of the realty, 
whenever such a construction would be consistent 
with the context. The recent decisions have almost 
undisputably settled the rule as regards bequests 
of personalty, and we think it may be safely considered 
that, in the absence of a contrary intention, the courts 
will endeavour to refer the period when “ survivors” are 
to take to the death of the tenant for life, if there be 
such, or of the legatee, if the term occurs in a devesting 
clause, and rarely to the death of the testator. The rule 
laid down by Lord Eldon respecting the devolution of 
accrued, as not being the same as that originally limited 
to a class, and the survivors, has been boldly infringed 
by Vice-Chancellor Wood, and we think, at all events, it 
can hardly be considered as well established as is the date 
when, as a general rule, survivorships are to be reckoned. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY, 
Rots Court. 
(In Chambers. ) 

Dee. 6.—Re Professional Life Assurance Society—ITmpor- 
tant to Policyholders.—A summons was heard at the chambers 
of the Master of the Rollsin Chancery-lane, in the matter of the 
winding-up ofthe Professional Life Assurance Company. It 
was taken out on behalf of Mr. Charles Rolton, fishmonger, 
of Birmingham, and Charlotte, his wife, and asked that Mr. 
Robert P. Harding, the official manager of the defunct com- 
pany, ‘‘might be ordered to deliver and pay to the applicants 
the respective sums of £405 18s. 4d., and interest at the 
rate of 5 per cent. per annum, and of £330 15s. 6d., with 
similar interest, being the amount of premiums paid on 
policies of assurance in the Company.” 

It appeared from the affidavits that Mr. and Mrs. Rolton 
were assured in the ‘‘Professional” from October, 1858, up 
to the year 1861, when an order for winding it up was made. 
They received at that period a circular trom the official 
manager, offering them policies in the ‘‘European” office, 
who had taken the business, at a cost of about 15 per cent. 
on the amount assured. To this the parties would not con- 
sent, and it was urged that in equity the premiums must be 
returned. 

His Honour’s Chief Clerk, in giving his decision, said 
that, looking at all the circumstances of this case, and the 
decision which had been given in one precisely similar viz., 
the Waterloo Life Assurance Company; Re Car, he must hold 
that policyholders were entirely bound by the deed of in- 
corporation of societies to which they belonged of this des- 
cription. In accordance with the document, policies had 
been offered to this lady and gentleman in the European, 
and therefore he must decline to make any order. 

(Before Vice-Chancellor Srvarr.) 

Dec. 9.—Mr. Bacon called the attention of his Honour to 
the circumstance that as the sittings now were fixed, the 
Court would have to sit virtually on Christmas-eve. 

The Vice-Chancellor.—I have already observed that, and 
in this court I have altered the day so as only to sit if abso- 


his bounty to the children of A. M. P. should be dependent | lutely necessary. 
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‘ the bill for Perry, a party to it, and gave him £10 for it. 





145 


Dee. 16,1865. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. | 








——— 

Mr. Malins.—It would be a great advantage if your 
Honour would not sit at all on Saturday. 

The Vice-Chancellor.—You will find me quite ready to take 
that course if it should be found advisable. 

(Before Vice-Chancellor Woop). 

Dec. 14.—The rising of the Courts.—At the rising of the 
Court for the day, Mr. Rolé said he had to make what he 
might represent as an unopposed motion, namely, that: his 
Honour, as some other branches of the Court had consented 
to do, should rise on Friday for the Christmas vacation, 
instead of Saturday, which would be a great convenience to 
many members of the bar. 

His Honour said he could not accede to the application 
in its entirety, but he would not take anything on Saturday 
that was opposed. 

Mr. Rolt thanked his Honour for his partial acquiescence 
in the application. 

COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before Mr. Justice LusH and Common Juries.) 

Dec. 9.—-This was the first day of thé after term Nisi 
Prius sittings at Guildhall. The list contains 210 causes, 77 
of which are remanets, and the remaining 133 are new 
causes. A large number are marked from special juries. 








COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 

Dec. 11.—Munday v. Hankin.—The plaintiff in this case, 
Mr. R. Hodges Munday, was a solicitor, and he sued the 
defendant, a publican, as indorser of a bill of exchange at 
three months, dated the 12th October, 1860, for £10. 

Mr. D. Keane, Q.C., and Mr. Butler Rigby appeared for 
the plaintiff ; and Mr. Serjeant Robinson and Mr. Pearce 
for the defendant. 

The plaintiff’s case was that he had recently taken the bill 
of Mr. Hall, a fishmonger in the neighbourhood of West- 
bourne-terrace, on account of a bill of costs. 

Mr. Hall was called, and stated that he had discounted 


He also stated that it had never been paid. 

Mr. Hankin, the defendant, on the other hand, said that 
he had discounted the bill for Mr. Elgee, the acceptor, that 
he gave him £9 10s. for it, and that it was paid about the 
time itwas due. Witness gave the bill to Mr. Elgee, but 
omitted to erase his own name. He had frequently seen 
the plaintiff, and had had transactions with him since that 
time, but he had never mentioned this bil. 

Mr. Elgee gave similar testimony, and said he could not 
suggest how the bill had got into the hands of the plaintiff. 

r. Keane declined to cross-examine these witnesses, and 
after hearing their evidence, consented to be non-suited. 

His LorpsuiP said to the jury that the learned counsel 
had withdrawn from the case, foreseeing very clearly what 
their verdict would be. 

A juryman.—I think he is quite right. 

His Lorpsuip.—It is one of the boldest cases I ever heard, 
to say no more. 

Upon the application of Mr. Pearce the bill was ordered 
to be impounded. . 

COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Mr. Baron BRAMWELL and 
Common Juries. ) 

Dec 12.—Sir Charles Fox v. Druce—Mr. David Keane, 
Q.C., and Mr. Day were counsel for the plaintiff; Mr. 
Serjeant Parry and another learned gentleman for the de- 
fendant. 

The plaintiff, Sir Charles Fox, the well-known railway 
engineer, entered into an agreement with the defendant, 
Mr. Druce, a solicitor, to procure the parliamentary deposit 
for two projected railways, called the Northampton and 
Leamington Railway and the Bemridge Railway, on the 
defendant undertaking to pay him half the commission to 
be allowed on the transaction. Sir Charles obtained the 
money, and handed it over to the defendant. He after- 
wards made repeated applications for his commission, and 
ultimately received a Titer from the defendant, stating 


_ 


that Sir Charles owed him £300, and that the remainder of | 
his claim, viz., £283, had been disposed of by a deed of 


composition, which he (the defendant) had made with his 
creditors. 


Sir Charles Fox having been examined in support of his 


case. 


Mr. Serjt. Parry addressed the jury on the part of the 


ever, was disputed on the other side, that the plaintiff had 


not offered the full amount of deposit money which it was 
understood he should get, and as a set-off arising out of some 
other transaction. 

Mr. Druce, the defendant, was called, but did not appear, 
and the learned judge suggested that, in order to prevent 
further trouble, the trial should be postponed until his at- 
tendance could be procured. This course was assented to by 
the plaintiff, but the junior counsel for the defendant said a 
communication had just been received from him s‘ating that 
he did not intend to come. 

A verdict was then taken forthe plaintiff—Damages £583. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 

(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 
Dec. 18.—Jn ve William Pagden.—The bankrupt was a 
solicitor, practising at 71, Mark-lane, and 69, Fenchurch- 
street. He was adjudicated upon the petition of the Con- 
solidated Bank (Limited), under the judgment debtor clauses 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, and at the first meeting Mr. 
T. P. Pagden, of Epsom, a claimant for £8,096, was 
chosen creditors’ assignee, for whom Mr. Smith, of the Inter- 
national Bank, was afterwards substituted. 
This was the sitting for examination and discharge. 
Mr. Morris was for the assignee; Mr. Zucas for cre- 
ditors; and Mr. Laurance and Mr. Price for the bankrupt. 
The accounts, which have been only recently filed, show 
unsecured debts, £13,359; secured ditto, £5,463; liabilities 
on bills discounted, £2,045; and property in hands of cre- 
ditors, £8,850. The bankrupt states that the item of £5,463 
is made up of several bills of costs due to him, which re- 
quired to be made out. 
At the time of the presentation of the petition the bank- 
rupt was resident abroad, but he afterwards surrendered and 
obtained protection. 
Mr. Morris said he was instructed to ask that the bank- 
rupt should file cash and discrepancy accounts for the two 
years preceding the bankruptcy. 
Mr. Lucas concurred in the application, observing at the 
same time that at the sitting for that purpose he would have 
a serious complaint to urge with regard to the mode in which 
the bankrupt had contracted the debt of his clients. 
Mr. Laurance consented. 
His Honovr ordered an adjournment for that purpose 
with continued protection. 





SHERIFFS’ COURT. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Kerr.) 

Dec. 12—North v. Curtis.—Pork and the Law.—This 
was an action to recover a Sum ofmoney for a pig, which it was 
alleged, was utterly unfit for human food, plaintiff being a 
dealer at 11, Rose-street, Newgate-market, and defendant a 
butcher at Great Trinity-lane. 

Plaintiff stated that he used a portion of another sales- 
man’s stall in Newgate-market, and upon a certain day sold 
defendant a pig. 

Defendant said the pork was very bad. 

His Honour.—There is no implied warranty in the case 
of pork. 

Defendant.—But in this case the matter was settled. 
When I got the pig home I found that it was shockingly 
bad, and therefore it could not be used. I informed the 
eager of whom I purchased it that this was the case and 
ie struck the amount out of the bill. 

Plaintiff stated that the person who had struck out the 
amount had no right to do so, as the pig belonged to 
plaintiff. 

His Honour observed that the Court of Exchequer had 
expressly decided that there was no implied warranty in 
the case of meat supplied by a salesman to a butcher. 

Defendant.—But this pork was so bad that if the inspectors 
had seen it, I am quite sure they would have condemned it. 

His Honovr.—That is quite another matter, and if the 
inspector had condemned the meat before it had been sold 
to you, the case would have been different, but the salesmen 
have got a law in their favour and they seem deter- 
mined to uphold it. I am bound to administer the law as 
laid down by the Court of Exchequer, and I must find for 
the plaintiff. 

Verdict for the plaintiff with costs. 

Dec. 18.—Lindsay v. Price—Question as to the sale of 





defendant, relying chiefly on the allegation, which, how- 


houss? —This was a suit to compel the specific performance 
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of a certain agreement for the sale of a house in Elliot-court, 
Old Bailey, for the sum of £400. 

Mr. Stife Everett was for the plaintiff; Mr. Villiers and 
Mr. Day represented the defendant. 

Mr. Everett produced the contract duly stamped, and also 
areceipt for £25, paid as deposit, stating that although every 
effort had been made by the plaintiff, defendant a to 
complete the business, Plaintiff had sold the property to 
Mr. Cox, who was a sub-purchaser, but in chancery it was 
usual to make the first purchaser the party to the suit. 

Mr. Villiers argued that defendant had merely offered to 
= the house, and there was no binding acceptance of the 
offer. 

Evidence on both sides having been given, 

2 ate said the plaintiff was entitled to a decree as 
prayed. 

This being the first chancery case tried in this court, con- 
siderable interest was attached to it, and it was found that 
the proceedings under the new Act worked very smoothly,* 
and without any of that difficulty which was anticipated 
when the bill was first introduced. 





ASSIZE INTELLIGENCE. 
NorTHERN CIRcvIr. 
MANCHESTER, 

Dec. 8.—Reg. v. Egerton.—The grand jury sent in a bill 
against their foreman, Mr. Algernon Egerton, and against 
Lords Ebury and Enfield for a misdemeanour, the offence 
alleged against the defendants being the disgusting condition 
of the Bridgewater Canal. 

LIVERPOOL, 

Garotte robberies.—At the opening of these Assizes Mr. Baron 
Pigott (who took the Crown Court) said that with regard to 
garotte robberies he should adopt the same severity which 
Mr. Baron Martin had thought it right to apply in Man- 
chester. Such cases called for no leniency whatever. They 
were cases in which persons were determined to defy the 
law, and to disregard, not only human safety, but he might 
almost say human life. There were some of these cases in 
pve calendar, though they were not so numerous as at Man- 
chester, 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE JAMAICA INSURRECTION. 


Sir,—As an old subscriber to the Solicitors’ Journal I re- 
gret to find its columns occupied with articles on the Jamaica 
question. I think, in its present state, it can hardly be said 
to have assumed such a legal shape as to render it a proper 
subject for discussion in your paper. It is no doubt a ques- 
tion of great importance and one on which much difference 
ofopinion exists. For my part, I refuse to condemn, unheard, 
aman who has hitherto borne a high character for both 
courage and humanity, and, I believe, I am not singular in 
considering that the perilous position of affairs in the island 
will most probably prove a complete justification for all that 
has been done, however severe it may appear to us sitting at 
ease in our quiet houses. Be this as it may, I cannot but 
regard the two letters from the Star, to which you have given 
further publicity, as of a, partisan character, and that in 
copying, you, in fact, adopt them. How far their insertion 
may be consistent with that freedom from political bias, 
which I apprehend should be characteristic of the Solicitors’ 
Journal, your readers will judge for themselves. I, for one, 
entertain a strong opinion on the subject. 

Dec. 9 E. J. BARRON. 

[We do not think that we owe any apology to our readers 
for drawing their attention to one of the gravest consti- 
tutional questions which could arise in the present day, viz: 
—The limit of military authority in times of civil disturb- 

* This statement is taken from the report of the case given by the 
reporter present, but we are bound to say that the counsel engaged 
give a very different account of it. 

We have had a communication from one of them in reference to 
these proceedings, in which he gives a most amusing description of 
the confusion and want of method in the matter. He desires, how- 
ever, to acknowledge that the practice of taking all the evidence vivd 
voce in court appears to him to possess great advantages, a 
in cases like the present. On the other hand, the absence of plead- 
ings was felt to be productive of the greatest irregularity. In this 
case two or three distinct defences were raised one after the other, no 
notice having been fee of any one until after the others had failed ; 
indeed, the principal point taken for the defendant (re-sale by him) 
was one which seems not to have been thought of till the last 
moment.—Ep. 4. J. 











ance. We believe that the nature and operation of ‘ martig} 
law” is much misunderstood, and that the law of this lang 
is in danger of being overridden, at least in our depen. 
dencies, by practically arbitrary authority ; and we, there. 
fore, desire, and consider it to be our duty as a legal jou 
to call attention as prominently as we can to what the Lay 
of England is on this subject. It is because the trial of 
Gordon raises this question in a distinct form that we haye 
given it so prominent a place in our columns, it is because 
the letter of ‘‘ Juridicus,” of which our correspondent com. 
plains, states the law on this subject forcibly and accy. 
rately that we have reproduced it.* From that letter we 
carefully erased, before publication, every word expressive 
of any sympathy on the merits with Mr. Gordon,*t and we 
have most carefully guarded ourselves against expressing any 
opinion upon the question whether the severities could or 
not be justified. We published Mr. Ludlow’s lettert as the 
opinion of a well-known and profound constitutional lawyer, 
but we, at the same time, expressly dissented from that 
part of it which assumed Governor Eyre’s culpability. 

In short, so far have we been from condemning the pri- 
soner unheard, that all we have ever suggested against him 
was that very inquiry which all parties now admit to be 
necessary. We have said, and we repeat it, that the execu. 
tion of a man guilty of high treason, by virtue of the sentence 
of a military tribunal, is murder by the law of England, 
unless the man was actually taken in arms, and even then 
if it was possible to try him in the King’s Courts; and, as Lord 
Coke says the same thing (3 Inst.), we do not feel disposed 
to retract a word of it : we have said, and we repeat it, that 
the judicial murder of a British subject, however justly he 
may have merited his fate, is of graver import than the 
horrors of the Indian mutiny itself; for the one are but the 
atrocities of a lawless mob, the other is the inroad of the 
executive power upon the province of the law. In what re- 
spect these sentiments are inconsistent with our independence 
of party politics we cannot see ; there is now, we believe, no 
party in England which holds the Crown to be above the law, 
bnt if there be, we ave politically opposed to that party.— 
Ep. S. J.] 





Foreign Affairs Committee, Sheffield. 

Sir,—I am desired by this committee to express their 
cordial thanks for your plain and simple statement of the 
law of the case in reference to the ‘‘ murder” of Mr. Gordon. 
The case, as presented by you, that ‘‘ Brigadier-General 
Nelson, and the officers who sat on that court martial, and 
the soldiers who carried their sentence into effect, have one 
and all been guilty of wilful murder,” appears to be wholly 
unanswerable. The committee cannot, however, reconcile 
this view of the case with some other of your statements, 
You wish for a ‘‘parliamentary inquiry,” but ‘‘do not 
desire to see Governor Eyre impeached.” You desire ‘‘ the 
integrity of the law to be vindicated,” but not ‘‘to see 
Brigadier Nelson put upon his trial for his life.” How can 
the integrity of the law be vindicated except by putting it 
in force? Is not the law amply sufficient to meet the case? 
Is not the call for a parliamentary inquiry (or a Govern- 
ment commission) an admission that the law, as it at present 
stands, is powerless in meeting the case? Would not the 
certain result of such an inquiry be to screen the criminals 
from the punishment justly due for the Lideous crime they 
have perpetrated ? 

In the judgment of the committee the life of no man is 
now safe. We are in the position described by Seneca, 
‘*Our fathers took care that what their rulers did was 
lawful—we take for law that which our rulers do.” Whether 
we are to continue in our present condition, or revert to 
the ancient practice, when the law was impartially adminis- 
tered to Lord Strafford, Warren Hastings, and others, will 
depend on the manner in which Governor Eyre and his 
accomplices in the Jamaica horrors are treated. 

ec. 4, ; Isaac IRoNSIDE, Chairman. 

[What the article in question intended to convey was 
this: legally and technically, Governor Eyre and the Jamaica 
Executive, or at any rate the officers who ordered and 
composed the court martial on*Gordon, have been guilty 
of murder; but morally their guilt or innocence depends 
upon somewhat different considerations, and it is hard to 
say, till an inquiry has taken place, whether the state of the 


* 10 Sol. Jour. 109. 

t We must not, however, be held to assume that the merits are 
peng oe Gordon: We simply suspend our judgment on this point. 
—Ep. S.J. 

$ 10 Sol, Jour, 90. 
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————— 
island may not have been such as to justify their proceedings, 
nthe principle—salus populi suprema lex. Moreover, we 
think the ends of justice would be amply met, and future 
ofenders sufficiently discouraged, ifthe governor and officers 
ia question (supposing them convicted) were visited with 
disgrace and loss of position, without making political 
of them by taking away their lives. Besides, 
however grossly any of these persons may have erred, they 
at least believed that they were justified in what they did; 
and finally, the advocacy of a strictly severe policy under 
circumstances of this nature would be sure to evoke the 
ition of moderate men, all of whom are now enlisted 
in favour of the inquiry. Therefore it is that we say that 
these gentlemen could no more complain of impeach- 
ment or indictment, with all the necessary consequences in 
case of conviction, than Thomas Clarke Luby could have 
complained, had he been arraigned for treason instead of 
felony, and condemned to death instead of penal servitude; 
yet mild measures are more likely to be successful, and 
more efficacious to boot.—Ep. S. J.] 





Tue Counci, or LAw Reporrtine. 

Sir,—Your correspondent ‘‘H,” I am fully prepared to 
believe, is thoroughly familiar with the practical definition 
of “legitimate tradesmen’s profits ;” and I grant him a carte 
blanche when he assumes that I am not. But when he talks 
of “a deduction of ten per cent., or at least twopence in the 
shilling,” I confess, being somewhat dull at mathematics, 
I do not easily follow him! I dare say, however, he has 
made the subject as clear as day-light to every one of your 
many readers, with the exception of myself. N’importe, 
therefore. 

But ‘*H.” has stated what, if it have occurred to, has 
never, so far as I know, been put forward, by the Council 
themselves, or their energetic agents, Messrs. Clowes, who, 
inan enterprise which the prime mover in it describes as 
having no commercial element, are acting in the same money- 
loving manner, by seeking advertisements and otherwise, as 
do the proprietors of other legal publications, less pretentious 
than the new Law Reports, but which I hope, and confi- 
dently believe, will prove themselves to be equally meri- 
torious, 

Your correspondent says that if the Council of Law Re- 
porting had done something, the omission to do which he 
can only justify by advancing the breeches-pocket argument, 
they must have charged seven instead of five guineas. I ap- 
| to his brotherly tenderness for my weakness when, in 
candid simplicity, I make the confession that this appears to 
me to be begging the whole question; that the premises not 
having been shown to rest upon any foundation of fact, the 
conclusion hangs upon a visionary peg ; and that—not owing 
to his fault, but to my misfortune—conviction as to the 
justice of the Council’s proceedings has, as yet, failed to be 
conveyed to the mind of A SusscRIBER. 

[We are in possession of a circular headed ‘‘ Council of 
Law Reporting,” issued by Messrs. Clowes, which is neither 
more nor less than a touting for advertisements. We consider 
such a circular entirely inconsistent with the proposed 
character of the Law Reports, and feel sure that the Council 
cannot be aware of the use to which their name is being put. 
~Eb. 8. J.J 


Sir, —When the Council of Law Reporting first assumed the 
task of issuing to the profession an authorised series of reports, 
common justice required that they should consider whether 

ey were not unduly and improperly displacing the private 
capital already embarked in the issuing of the private re- 
ports, The Council probably thought that their crotchet 
Was but an illustration of the freedom which trade should 

ve in legal as in other matters. Indeed, when the jobbery, 
hepotism, and negligence that usually characterise every 
cratic interference with private enterprise, shall have 
brought fully into play in the issuing of the ‘‘ New 
ports,” there is perhaps every reason to think that the 
Private publishers of the existing reports will have really re- 
ceived no permanent detriment. For the present, no doubt, 
some of their subscribers may be enticed away by the flourish 
of trampets of the Council of Law Reporting, and so far the 
Fablishers of the existing reports may be damnified. The 
uncil most probably expect to annihilate them, and so 
finally to rule themselves without any rival. That they 
should succeed in this most illaudable design is, I think, 
ry in the highest degree, although no doubt the 
Weight of their authority and influence will be brought to 





bear, as strongly as they can do so, in pushing the circula- 
tion of their own reports. 

But, whatever may be the motives of the Council, and in 
whatever degree they may disregard the intended injuries 
to the present publishers, surely no underhand or unworthy 
means should be resorted to in order to give vitality to 
their darlings. But what is the fact? These gentry are 
so wholly above all consideration of the usuages of. trade, 
even of that very trade in which they have embarked them- 
selves, that, although, I believe, publishers usually allow 
each other a discount of twenty per cent. on reports, the 
Council will not allow any retail profit. The consequence 
is that they swell the list of subscribers to themselves 
directly, to the very great inconvenience of those very sub- 
seribers, and of the serious injury the trade. 

If this is so, their advocates may say to the other pub- 
lishers, why do you not act likewise? To this there are two 
answers, first, —every trader submits to the usage of his trade, 
just as the bar do to their etiquette ; secondly, a wholesale 
trader would lose, instead of gaining, by taking upon him- 
self also the functions of the retailer. But the Council of 
Law Reporting, who, it would seem, have much spare time, 
can readily afford to be themselves wholesale and retail 
traders, since they have no one to offend, and not sufficient 
occupation to prevent their discharging both functions. 1 
can only say that this conduct is not etiquette, and is most 
unworthy of the amateur publishers. DELTA. 

[We have already expressed our sense of the impropriety 
of the course which has been adopted by the Council—or 
rather their publishers—with respect to the trade, impro- 
priety which is, we think, much aggravated by the circular 
remarked upon in the letter of another correspondent to-day, 
but we cannot, on that account, agree to all that ‘‘ Delta” 
advances. We do not see why the Council should regard 
the capital of their rivals any more than any other trades- 
man should-regard the interests of those with whom he 
comes into competition, nor do we see that because they offer 
advantages to persons who may have time and inclination to 
write to their secretary and inclose a cheque for £5 5s., 
therefore we are to assume that they themselves are idle 
men ; but the broad fact remains that they are doing what 
no man has a right to do—blowing hot and cold ; asserting, 
on the one hand, their undoubted right to enter as a fresh 
competitor the reporting trade ; and, on the other, declar- 
ing that they are not traders, and, therefore, not bound by 
the usayes of the trade in which they have embarked. This 
cannot be justified or excused.—Ep. S. J.] 





EXAMIATION OF ARTICLED CLERKS. 

Sir,—Will you allow me to state in reply to the inquiry 
of an ‘* Articled Clerk,” contained in your Journal of the 
25th ult.,* that questions on the 7th edition of Williams on 
Real Property are now preparing for publication by the 
author, and will be ready early in next month. 

8, Chancery-lane, Dec. 14. Henry SwEEr. 

‘*PrincipiA Prima Lecum.” 

Sir,—As a candidate for legal honours, I am reading up 
the best works illustrating the principles of law. A work 
has been lately published by Mr. Harris, entitled ‘‘ Principia 
Prima Legum,” but, before buying the book, I thought it 
advisable to wait and see what the critics would say upon 
Mr. Harris’s labours. 

In the Jurist, of the 2nd December, I find the fol- 
lowing :— 

‘*We have preferred to display, perhaps at too great a 
sacrifice of space, rather than to describe, the hopeless con- 
fusion and inaccuracy of the author’s ideas as to the object 
and details of his work, and we have only to add, for the 
guidance of inexperienced students, that no one seeking in- 
formation on jurisprudence, or on English law, from any 
point of view, or for any purpose, can derive the slightest 
assistance from this ridiculous book.” 

This sweeping condemnation decided me not to buy the 
book, but I am at a loss how to arrive at a safe conclusion 
when I read the following in the Law Times of De- 
cember 9th :— 

‘Tt will be seen from these extracts that a novel design 
has been very ably executed. The work is unique. Every 
law student should make it a part of his course of reading, 
and the practising lawyer would do well to refresh his 
memory by occasional reference to its pages, which, 





* 10 Sol. Jour, 77. 
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moreover, are as full of interest as they teem with instruc- 
tion.” 

As you, Sir, bear a high character, not allowing the 
enemy or partisan to influence your judgment, do ‘‘ nothing 
extenuate, or set down aught in malice,” may I ask you to 
inform your readers which is which, this or the other, and 
so befriend A STUDENT. 

[We have but just received the work in question fer review 
and have not yet read it. We hope to notice it shortly.— 
Ep. 8S. J.] 





Bankruptcy Law. 

Sir,—I shall feel obliged if some of your readers can assist 
me, from the stores of their experience, upon the following 
point. 

It is a common thing hereabouts for a bankrupt, heavily 
in arrear with his rent, and who has no goods to distrain 
upon, to persist in refusing to give up possession of his 
house, farm, or whatever the particular subject of his tenancy 
may be, in the hope of driving the already injured landlord 
to give him a bonus to go out, without awaiting the deter- 
mination of the tenancy by a notice to quit. I am speaking 
of a common yearly tenancy, to which the provisions of 
section 145 of the Act of 1849 do not apply. 

The natural and easy remedy would seem to be to apply 
to the Court of Bankruptcy to order the bankrupt to give 
up possession, and, if need be, to enforce such order by com- 
mittal; but the Court here always refuses to make such 
orders. I see by the report of the case of C. H. Weekes,* 
that such an application to Mr. Commissioner Holroyd in 
London was successful, and I should be glad to know under 
what section of the Act it was made, because I have applied 
here more thian once unsuccessfully, although my applica- 
tions have been supported by a strong basis of facts. I have 
applied under section 12 of the Act of 1849, conceiving that 
to be the only seetion under which the Court would have 
power to entertain the matter. WILLIAM S. ALLEN. 

Birmingham. 





Driamonp cur Diamonp. 

Sir,—A gentleman, who signs himself ‘‘ F. A. A.,” in 
writing to the Standard about the somewhat tumultuous 
meeting at Exeter Hall, on Monday, takes occasion to speak 
of the ignorance of the class of which it was principally 
composed in the following terms:— 

“The general intelligence of the assembly seemed on a 
par with its love of fair play, for I heard a well-dressed man 
informing his neighbours that the Maroons were a tribe of 
North American Indians, imported to scalp the negroes ; 
whereas they are as much negroes as the rebels, and infinitely 
more loyal—quite enough, of course, to cause the Baptists 
and Abolitionists to sympathise with the latter.” 

The information of the writer appears to be about on a par 
with that of the speaker. The Maroons, who are the de- 
scendants of the aboriginal inhabitants of the island, are, 
I fancy, at least as nearly allied to the North American 


‘ 


Indians as they are to the negroes. J. 5. 








IRELAND. 


THE SPECIAL COMMISSION. 

The monotony with which the Fenian trials have gone on, 
the crushing weight of the evidence bearing down every 
effort for the defence, was broken by the rejection, by one of 
the prisoners, Jeremiah O'Donovan (Rossa), of all profes- 
sional assistance, and his occupying the time of the Court 
with irrelevant and unbecoming topics, adverted to in the 
cross-examination of the witnesses, or addressed to the judges 
onthe bench. The tone adopted by him may be gathered from 
one amongst several similar incidents. Mr. Justice Keogh 
having interposed at one period of the cross-examination of a 
witness, saying he could not allow the public time to be 
wasted, the prisoner retorted—‘‘ The public time is mine as 
well as yours, my lord.” The propriety which has cha- 
racterised the conduct of the prosecution has been remarked 
upon by the press. For example, the Weekly Freeman, a 
leading popular organ, says :— 

‘* Never, perhaps, since organised governments and courts of 
law were first instituted was a trial of such magnitude and im- 
portance conducted with more moderation, more forbearance, 
and more impartiality, than was the trial of Mr. Luby at the 

* 10 Sol, Jour, 118, 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Dec. 16, 1865, 











present special commission. The statement of the Attomey. 
General possessed one remarkable feature. It was devoid 
of everything in phraseology and in manner that could be 
calculated, in the slightest degree, to press heavily upon the . 
accused, or to inflame the passions, or even excite the pre. 
judices of the jurors.” 

Rossa was convicted, and having been one of the Phenix 
conspirators liberated by Mr. Attorney-General O’Hagan on 
their own recognizances, was sentenced to penal servitnde 
for life. 

The actions brought by Luby against the various persons 
who were instrumental in the seizure of the Irish P, 
are atanend. In the Queen’s Bench Serjeant Armstro 
(with him Mr. Dawes) applied on the part of Sir Thomas 
Larcom (under secretary to the Lord Lientenant), for li 
to enter a plea of puis darricn continuance, setting forth the 
new matter which had arisen, namely. the conviction of the 
plaintiff for treason or felony within eight days last past. It 
appeared that no record hed been lodged, so that the ple 
could not be engrossed on the record. The learned serjeant 
referred to Zownsend v. Smith, 1 Car. & Kir. 160. The Lon 
Chief Justice ordered the plea to be received. 

In the Court of Exchequer similar motions were made on 
the part of Mr. Stronge, the magistrate who had issued the 
warrant, and of Serjeant Ryan and other police officers who 
had executed it ; all being defendants in actions brought by 
Luby. The Lord Chief Baron ordered notice to be given, 
and requested the attendance of some of the plaintiffs 
counsel. Mr. Butt, Q.C., accordingly attended, but no 
reason being offered to the contrary, the Court ordered that 
the pleas should be received. 

Cork. 

The Special Commission was opened at Cork, on Thur. 
day. The arrangements for the safety of the judges, who 
arrived there at two p.m., were on a gigantic scale, owing to 
sworn information having been made of an assassination 
lot. 

. The Court-house was filled and surrounded with military 
and constabulary, both horse and foot. The judges wer 
escorted by a squadron of dragoons and mounted con 
stabulary. In their lodgings also are detachments of 
military and police. It was not, however, thought neces 
sary to proclaim the district. 

The grand jury was charged by Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, 
who, in doing so, contradicted the report that he was 
member of the Privy Council who ordered these proceeding 
and took the preliminary examination of witnesses. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDEN(E 


AMERICA. 
Unirep STATES SECURITIES. 
The New York papers contain the following report of: 
decision in the Supreme Court at Washington, against the 
liability of foreign holders of American securities to taxation, 


either Federal or State. This settlement of the question 
will entitle every foreign holder, who may have already pail 
such taxes, to claim that the amount should be refunded:— 
Jackson, a British subject, resident in Ireland, ownel 
certain bonds of the Northern Central Railroad. In paying 
him the interest due, the company deducted 5 per cent. # 
United States income-tax, eid three mills on the dollars 
State tax under the laws of Pennsylvania. Jackson brought 
suit to recover the whole amount of interest due, withott 
deduction. The case was submitted to the Supreme Coutt. 
Chief Justice Chase, who delivered the opinion, decided thit 
the section of the Act of Congress under which the railroad 
company deducted the United States tax from the dividen! 
or interest on bonds, referred only to such bonds held by 
residents or by non-resident citizens; and that the holde 
being in this case a foreigner residing abroad, his dividenl 
or interest was not subjected to the United States tax. 
the second point the Chief Justice said:—‘* We have seé 
nothing in the statute of Pefinsylvania which warrants the 
supposition that its legislature ever intended to tax bonds # 
the interests on bonds held by citizens of other States or the 
subjects of foreign powers.” Therefore the jury was i 
structed that if at the commencement of the suit the plait 
tiff was the lawfull holder of coupons representing inter 
due on bonds of the defendant held by him, and if the plait- 
tiff, when he purchased said bonds, was a British subjet 
and resident in Ireland, and that he now resides there, 
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ee 
plaintiff is entitled to recover the amount of such coupons 
yithout deductions. ; 

This decision is of importance to foreign holders of 
American securities, and also to American corporations, 
waguide in their dealings with foreign holders. 


FRANCE. 
Messks. GeRARD & Co. v. M. CHoupEns, 
literary property—The Merry Wives of Windsor, Nicolai’s 
opera—Accusation of piracy. 

According to French law, a musical work composed of the 
music and the poetry makes an indivisible work between the 
musician and the writer; the death of the one does not pre- 
judice the rights of the other. 

But this principle cannot be applied when the musical 
work was inspired by a piece become common property, and 
in this case the music itself had become common property. 


The facts of this case have been already stated.* 

Nouguier, advocate of Messrs. Gerard & Co., contends for 
the plaintiffs that the two works, music and poetry together, 
areinseparable. Therefore, though Nicolai is dead, Mosen- 
thal, the author of the poetry, is alive. Accordingly, the 

ight of Mosenthal remaining intact, preserves that of 
jcolai also. 

G. Chaudey, advocate of M. Choudens, in reply, thinks 
that the case does not contain any application of the prin- 
ciple of indivisibility in respect to those two works. He 
maintains that the Merry Wives of Windsor is common 
co iag France, not alone as to the music by Nicolai, 

t also as to the words considered as either by Shakespeare 
or by Mosenthal. It is perfectly clear that if neither with 

+ to the music nor with respect to the words is there 
any right which can be claimed in France, there is no pos- 
sible application of the principle of er: The Merry 
Wives of Windsor is common property as to the right of the 
musician, Otto Nicolai, who died at Berlin the 21st March, 
1849, leaving neither wife nor children. The author's heirs 
succeeded to his rights in France for ten years only, and not 
sin Prussia for thirty years. The duration of a foreigner’s 

ight in France cannot exceed those of French authors. 
The music by Nicolai, who is represented only by distant 
rations, is now, of course, common property. As to the 

y, there are evidently two parts to consider; that of 

espeare, which is much the larger, and that of the 
German arranger, Mosenthal. All that in Mosenthal’s 
libretto is a reproduction of Shakespeare is evidently com- 
mon property. Now, Mosenthal has copied almost all 
Shakespeare’s play, or, rather, he has re-arranged it. If it 
were advanced by the plaintiffs that Jules Barbier’s libretto, 
published in 1863, is a translation of Mosenthal’s work, 
which really is not, it would be nevertheless beyond attack, 
for translations of German authors, made before the treaty 
between Prussia and France, passed in 1863, are good. 

The imperial advocate, M. Aubepin, in his conclusions, 

ed that Messrs. Gerard & Co.’s claim should be dis- 
missed, the music of the Merry Wives of Windsor being 
common property, as well as the words by Shakespeare, 
which are ne re-arranged by Mosenthal in this opera. 

As we informed our readers in the last number, the Trt- 
BUNAL, in conformity to the conclusions of the imperial 
advocate, decided in favour of the defendant, and adopted 
in its decision all the train of reasoning advanced by the 
counsel for the defendant. 

H. BECKER, 
Advocate at the Imperial Court of Paris. 


Moveet v. Ipranim Paci. 
The Imperial Court of Paris has just heard an appeal from 
& judgment of the Civil Tribunal in an action brought by 
M. Mougel, a French engineer, formerly of the Ponts-et- 
ussées, against the Viceroy of Egypt, to recover a sum 
of 1,589, 524 fr. (£68,580), claimed under the following cir- 
cumstances:--In 1838 M. Mougel was charged by the 
lan Government with the construction of a careening 
dock at Alexandria. He received a yearly salary of 35,000fr. 
(£1,400), with 2,000fr. (£80), additional for a lodging. This 
was to be raised to 40,000fr. (£1,600), if the works 
Were finished in three years; besides this, 60,000fr. (£2,400), 
Were to be paid to him on the completion of the dock, and 
an indemnity of 25,000fr. (£1,000), was secured to his family 
Mm case of his decease. It was further stipulated that M. 

* 10 Sol, Jour. 125, 











Mongel should have a pension of 15,000fr. (£600), when he 
left the service to which he was attached. This convention 
was duly executed, and Mehemet Ali, then Viceroy, continu- 
ing to treat M. Mougel with great distinction, entrusted to 
him, in 1846, the execution of the barrage of the Nile, a far 
more important work, the plans of which were, at M. Mougel’s 
own request, submitted to the council of the Ponts-et-Chaus- 
sées of France. No contract was signed, but M. Mougel, 
who has since become Mougel-Bey, pretends that, trusting 
in the word and the brilliant promises of the Pacha, his pro- 
tector, he could not with propriety insist on that point. 
Mougel-Bey installed himself and his family in the Desert, 
and began the works; but soon after, as he diene the death 
of the Pacha, and contrary influences which then prevailed, 
rendered it impossible for him to go on, and he consequently 
retired. After vain efforts to obtain a settlement of his ac- 
counts, he at last made a demiand on the Pacha for the sum 
above mentioned. Ibrahim Pacha, like his predecessor, con- 
sented that the demand should be submitted to a French 
tribunal, and alleged, as a reason for refusing payment, that 
M. Mougel had executed the works as an ordinary func- 
tionary of the Egyptian Government, and was only entitled 
to his regular salary. After hearing counsel at great length, 
the Tribunal decided that M. Mougel did not execute the 
barrage of the Nile under a special contract, but as an ordi- 
nary engineer of the Egyptian Government, and therefore 
rejected his demand as unfounded. Against this judgement 
Mougel-Bey now appealed, but the Court, after hearing M. 
Hébert, for the appellant, and M. Jules Favre for the Viceroy, 
declared that the judgment must be confirmed for the 
reasons therein stated, and accordingly rejected the appeal 
with costs. 


PRUSSIA. 
Comity or NarTIons. 

The Criminal Court of Berlin has been lately occupied 
with the charge preferred against M. Abelsdorff, printer of a 
pamphlet entitled Life of the New Cesar, who is accused of 
insulting and calumniating the Emperor Napoleon III. 
The French Ambassador had demanded a prosecution. The 
Court brought forward an objection before examining the 
substance of the charge. It desired to know if, at the time 
of the publication in question, and since that time, the 
French law was accustomed to punish insults directed against 
foreign Sovereigns; and it invited the Government to obtain 
information on that point by means of its diplomatic 
agents. 


ITALY. 
Marriace Law. 

The presence of a priest has now been rendered unneces- 
sary ata marriage in Italy, as far as the legal effect of the 
contract then entered into is concerned. It is proposed to 
impose a tax of fifteen francs upon every marriage. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting held at the Law Institution, on the 12th 
inst., Mr. Addison in the chair, the following question was 
diseussed— ‘* Will the Court of Chancery direct a complete 
building to be pulled down on the ground of its obstructing 
light and air?”—Curriers’ Company v. Corbett, 13 W. R. 
538, on appeal 1056. 

The question was opened on the affirmative side by Mr. 
Shepheard, and on the negative side by Mr. Flux, and upon 
being put by the president, was decided in the affirmative. 


SOCIAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the Jurisprudence Department of this asso- 
ciation took place on Monday night, at their rooms in the 
Adelphi, Lord Brougham in the chair. 

A paper on ‘Tribunals of Commerce” was read by Mr. 
H. J. Leppock, of Manchester. He urged that the existing 
courts and procedure did not meet the requirements of com- 
mercial men, because—1. The judges were not experienced 
in commercial matters and the usages of trade. 2. The pro- 
cedure was technical, tedious, and expensive. 3. The delay 
in obtaining judgments under the present system was ex- 
cessive. As a partial remedy for these evils he urged that 
the members of the different Chambers of Commerce through- 
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out the kingdom should unite in establishing courts of arbi- 
tration for deciding upon all commercial disputes, the judges 
to be elected by and from the members of the respective 
chambers. 

A discussion took place, in which Mr. Denman, Q.C., 
Mr. F. Hill, Dr. Parkhurst, Mr. Newmarch, F.R.S., Mr. 
Hastings, Mr. Edgar, and others, took part. Lord Brougham 
said he felt the great difficulty which attended the question 
of the constitution of independent courts for the trial of com- 
mercial disputes. 


LIVERPOOL LAW SOCIETY. 

Proceedings at the thirty-ninth annual general meeting, 
held at the Law Association Rooms, 14, Cook-street, Liver- 
pool, on Wednesday, November Ist, 1865, Mr. A. T. Squarey, 
vice-president, in the chair. 

Mr. George R. Rogerson, hon. secretary, read the report, 
which, after congratulating the society upon their new 
library, and reporting an accession of new members, which 
raised their number to 168, as against 164 at the date of the 
last report, proceeded to discuss several matters of interest 
to the profession, the principal of which were as follows:— 

Mode of Remunerating Solicitors, 

This subject had continued to oceupy the attention of the 
2ommittee, who had been in communication with the various 
law societies of the kingdom, with the object of securing 
united action. 

In order to ascertain the general feeling of the members 
of the society, the committee summoned a special meeting 
on the 13th December last, for the consideration of the sub- 
ject; and after discussion, resolutions were passed in favour 
of the principle of the proposed bill of Lord Westbury, and 
the suggestions of the Incorporated Law Society. 

The report then mentioned the bill which Lord Westbury 
was about to introduce. A meeting was held in London 
between the various metropolitan and provincial law 
socicties, at which the proposed alterations were discussed, 
and the bill introduced by Lord Westbury into the House 
of Lords last session, which was lost on second reading by a 
majority of two, and stated that with reference to the 
alterations which were proposed to be made by orders, the 
committee understood that a draft of the proposed new 
orders, with observations by the Incorporated Law Society, 
had been submitted to Lord Westbury, who was to forward 
them to the judges for consideration. 

Assizes. 

At the end of last year a representation was made to Sir 
George Grey, by several members of the bar of the Northern 
Circuit, that the winter trial of civil causes in Liverpool was 
inconvenient and unnecessary. The Town Council of Liver- 
pool, with the assistance of this society, satisfactorily 
proved that such assizes could not be dispensed with con- 
sistently with the convenience of the public; and the entry 
of upwards of one hundred causes at the ensuing winter 
assizes furnished an unanswerable argument for cheir con- 
tinuance. 

The subject of the assizes generally, and the re-arrange- 
ment of the legal year, so that the assizes may not interfere 
with the sittings in London, had particularly oceupied the 
attention of the committee. A sub-committee had, in con- 
junction with a deputation from the Manchester Law Asso- 
ciation, an interview with the leading members of the 
Northern Cireuit at Liverpool; and, subsequently, two of 
the members of the committee, accompanied by Lord Stanley 
and the members for the borough, had an interview with 
the Home Secretary, and pressed upon him the necessity of 
meeting the public requirements, by re-arrangement of the 
circuits, and by the appointment (if necessary) of additional 
judges. The committee proposed that a royal commission 
should be appointed to inquire into the sufficiency of the 
present judicial staff of the common law courts to discharge 
the business arising, and to consider how far the admi- 
nistration of justice could be improved by altering the con- 
stitution of the courts, either by a re-distribution of the 
terms and re-arrangement of the assizes or otherwise. 

Public Sale Conditions. 

In the prospect of the general use by the profession of 
their public sale room in Cook-street for sales by auction of 
landed property, the Law Association had requested the 
committee to prepare a form of public sale conditions, 
which might be printed and exhibited in the sale rooin, so 
* as to avoid the delay of reading over general conditions on 





. . es 
each sale. The committee had accordingly settled the pap 


lic sale conditions of the Liverpool Law Society, 
Attorneys’ Certificate Duty. 

During the last session the Honourable G. Denman gg 
introduced a resolution into Parliament for the repeal de 
Attorneys’ Certificate Duty, and, after an animated de 
the resolution was carried, on a division, and the House f 
Commons expressed their opinion, for the seventh time, 
the profession should be relieved from such an impost, 

Concentration of the Courts and Offices, 

The report mentioned the passing of the acts for givin 
effect to the scheme for the concentration of the courts ay} 
offices, and that a joint-committee of the Incorporated [yy 
Society and the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Associ, 
tion had been appointed to consider the arrangement of th, 
new courts, more especially as regards the convenience aj 
interests of the profession, and had invited suggestions q 
the subject from the law societies of the country. 

Local Admiralty Court. 

The sub-committee appointed to consider this subject haj 
reported in favour of the establishment of a Local Court 
Admiralty in Liverpool, and suggested that the objet 
might be best attained by the appointment ofa judgde asm 
assessor to the mayor, the necessary powers being obtaine 
by the corporation for that purpose. 

County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act, 28 & 29 Vict.c. 

This Act was, on the petition of the committee, amendel 
by making the appeal in causes arising within the Count 
Palatine of Lancaster to the Palatine Court. 

Local Office of the Common Pleas at Lancaster, 

The committee consider that it would be desivable t 
have an office for the Common Pleas of Lancaster at Liye. 
pool, but do not think that the fees on writs issued at sud 
office would be sufficient to meet the expense. 


Timpron Martin Prize, 
The committee have much pleasure in recording th 
munificence of Mr. Timpron Martin, a member of this society, 


in giving a sum of two hundred guineas to the Incorporated 
Law Society, the interest of which is to be applied in pu. 
chaseing a Gold Medal, as an annual prize for Articled Clers 
educated in Liverpool. 

Another member of the society (Mr. John Atkinson), 
emulating the example of Mr. Martin, has intimated his in. 
tention of giving one hundred guineas to found a prize fr 
conveyancing ; but the terms on which itis to be given hare 
not yet been fixed. 

Mr. Edward Banner, a member of this society, has bee 
elected upon the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 

The Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association having 
accepted an invitation to hold their Annual Meeting this 
year in Liverpool, a sub-committee was appointed to make 
arrangements for their reception and entertainment. The 
meetings were held on the 17th October and following 4 
The committee record with regret the death of Mr. M.D. 
Lowndes, and the resignation of Mr. G. J. Duncan, two of the 
Trustees of the Society. As the number of trustees was thu 
reduced below three, it would be necessary to elect three nev 
trustees at the annual meeting. 

Messrs. G. J. Snowball, B. J. Thomson, and Ralph Leigh, 
Wigan, three other members of the Society, had died during 
the year; and the committee had received the resignation 
of Messrs. William Wood, Isaac Atherton, W. W. Wynne 
and W. Jackson, the latter havingretired from the profession. 

Resolved—On the motion of the Chairman, seconded by 
Mr. Atkinson, ‘‘That the report of the committee le 
adopted, and that it be printed and circulated in the usul 
way. 

The Treasurer read the statement of account. 

Resolved—On the motion of the Chairman, seconded by 
Mr. Atkinson, ‘‘ That the account be passed.” 

Resolved—On the motion of Mr. Hull, seconded by M.. 
Banner, ‘‘ That Messrs, John Eden, R. A. Payne, and Peter 
Wright, be elected trustees of*the society. Messrs. Wareing, 
Atkinson, Whitley, Jenkins, Dodge, William Radcliffe, and 
Thornely, were elected members of the committee for thre 
years.” 

Resolved—On the motion of Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. 
Banner, ‘‘That the committee be instructed to consider 
whether it would not be expedient to incorporate the society 
by charter, or otherwise, and if they should be of opiniol 
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—— 

that incorporation was desirable, to ascertain on what terms 

the Law Association will transfer to the society their centre 

block of property, of which the library forms part. The 
ittee to report to a future meeting.” 

Resolved—On the motion of Mr. Bateson, seconded by 
Mr. Aspinall, ‘‘That the cordial thanks of the society be pre- 
sented to Mr. Timpron Martin and Mr. John Atkinson, for 
their generosity in founding prizes for the articled clerks of 


Liverpool. 
ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


Queen's Bench. 
NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Hilary Term, 1866. 
{The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 

Apams, Freprrick THomas.—Messrs. Knight & Udall, 
Newcastle-under-Lyme. 

ARUNDEL, CHARLEs Epwarp.—-Robert Arundel, Pontefract. 

Arrer, FrepEric.—James Atter, Stamford; R. M. Wilson, 
runagg ® 

Bateson, WiLL1AM THornron.—John Sharp, Lancaster. 

Bennett, Georcr Nevirr. —Rowland N. Bennett, 2 New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn. 

BevaN, THoMAS WILLIAM.—Thomas James, Rooke, 17, 
Bedford-row. 

Bornamuey, Hy. Harrer, B,A.—Thos, H. Bothamley, 39, 
Coleman-street. 

Bowen, GEorGE.—Thos. Attwood, Swansea. 

Brown WALTER WILLIAM.—William R. Preston, 18, Gres- 
ham-street. 

Brruway, Epwarp.—John Bury, Manchester; T. P. Cunliffe 
Manchester. 

CrarKkE, Henry Witi1amM.—Francis, F. Pearson, Kirkby 
Londsdale. 

CornForD, JamEs.—A. B. Carpenter, 3, Elm-court Temple. 

Coulson, CHARLES.—John Roscorla, Penzance. 

CRESWELL, JoseEPpH Nasu.—Thomas Scott, Bromsgrove. 

Damstrey, Grorce.—Arthur Daintrey, Petworth. 

Danrets, THomAs IsAac.—Thomas Daniels, Amersham, 
Bucks; and 80, Walbrook, City. 

Downuam, Tuomas Mornris.—George Lloyd, Liverpool. 

Duxtop, Joun.—Robert B. Weatherhead, Berwick-upon- 
Tweed, 

Eaton, GEorcE Henry.—William Eaton, Liverpool. 

Ets, Ropert.—Joseph Wright, Doncaster. 

Eumetr, Gro. Netson, Jun.—George Nelson Emmet, 14, 
Bloomsbury-square. 

Evans, A. Tuos. HAzELRIGGE.—William Jones, 3, Serjeant’s- 
inn; T. H. Williams, Serjeant’s-inn. 

Forster, Joun ASHER.—William Foyster, Manchester. 

FreeBorn, Georce.—Charles Harper, Hadleigh, Suffolk. 

Frencu, DANIEL O’ConNELL.—John Yates, Liverpool; A. 
Anstie, New-inn, Strand. 

Gipty, BArtu. Cuas., M.A.—John Gidley, Exeter; Robert 
William Head, Exeter. 

Gitt, Ropert NEwron.—Matthew Gill, Knaresborough. 

Grauam, Tim. TRUEMAN W.—John Graham, Sunderland. 

Hammonp, Tuomas F, Riper.—B..P. Broomhead, Sheffield. 

Hampson, Francis.—Joseph Eltoft, Manchester. 

Harcreaves, Tuomas Rowianp.—Thomas 
Lancaster, 

Harris, Perer.—William H. Hudson, Bradford ; Joseph 
Rayner, Bradford ; J. Wintle, Newnham. 

Harrison, ALEXANDER, Jun.—H. Hawkes, Birmingham. 

Hantine, J. E. Foruerincuam.—J. V. Harting, 24, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields. 

Nernert, Wu. Hawkiys.~--Richard Mullings, Cirencester. 

Hewert, Joun.—Edmund Ward, Prescot. 

pastes, Francis.—Seneca Hughes, Bedford-street, Covent- 
garden. 

Hveues, Turopore CHA RLES.— Hugh Hughes, Aberystwith. 

Hunter, CHar.es JaMEs.—Thomas Spooner, Leicester. 

JeNKIns, WILLIAM, Jun.—George A. Jenkins, Penryn. 

Jesson, Ricuarp Henry.—J. H. Thursfield, Wednesbury ; 
E. P. De Gex, 4, Raymond-buildings. 

Jeves, Francis Monracusr.—F. F. Jeyes, 22, Bedford-row. 

Joxrs, Henry Joun.—W. P. Kell, Lewes; N. P. Kell, 
Battle ; C. Sheppard, Battle. 

Jonrs, Henry Ropert.—James Bassett, Rochester, Kent. 








Swainson, 





Kitson, Joun Lant.—John Kitson, Torquay. 
Lawton, THos.—Thomas Heath, Manchester. 
Le Ricne; Epwarp Wm.—William Roweliffe, 1, Bedford- 
row. 
Lewis, Davin Rers.—Frank James, Merthyr Tydfil. 
Lister, Joun Luproy.—G. Keen, 8, Dean’s-court, Doctor’s- 
commons. 
Lorruovsr, Samu. Hitt Surra.—C. M. Wilson, Sheffield. 
Mapane, THos. Grieves.—R. Weldon, South Shields. 
= Aex. Geo., Jun.—William Snowball, Sunder- 
and. 
Mammatt, Epwp. Frepk.—Messrs. Green & Smith, Ashby- 
de-la-Zouch. 
Many, Tuos. GLaspy.—J. W. Mann, York. 
MarsHALL, Roperr WiLi1AMs.—W. Marshall, Birming- 
ham. ; A. Wright, Birmingham. 
Martin, Josepu.—E. H. Pace, Pershore. 
NeEWALL, GEORGE Fercus.—Charles Prothero, Newport, 
Monmouth. 
Nicnoutts, A. Dupper Cranace.—James Sprott, Shrews- 
bury ; 8. T. Nicholls, Bridgnorth. 
Noron, Tuos., Jun.—T. F. Chorley, 48a, Moorgate-street, 
City ; John Scott, 60, King William-street, City. 
OLLARD, Henry.—H. A. Reed, 1; Guildhall-chambers. 
Parker, Rosert.—H. B. Miller, Norwich. 
Paterson, Joun Yates, B.A.—W. J. Paterson, 7, Bouverie- 
street, Fleet-street. 
Pearce, Rosert.—Arthur H. Aldous, Ipswich. 
PickForp, Francis NEwBoLp.—Alfred Grundy, Manchester. 
Pitcuer, JAMES Ernest.—W. H. Pilcher, Putney, Surrey. 
Pirrman, JAMES BANKs.—J. Fortescue, Banbury. 
PoynpEr, ALFRED, M.A.—R. H. White, 6, Whitehall-place. 
Puppicomse, Grorce Russeit.—E. D. Puddicombe, 3, 
Furnival’s-inn. 
Ramsey, LAwreNnce.—F. P. Hooper, 11, Sackville-street; 
Thos. C. Baylis, Sackville-street. 
tick, SAMUEL ANTHONY.— William Burgon, 23, Martins- 
lane, Cannon-street. 
RippiForD, Georce Francts—Robert Wilson, Gloucester. 
Ristnc, THoMAS ALFRED.—Charles Cory, Great Yarmouth. 
Rosas, Dectmus Mat.etr.—William Plaskitt, Gainsborough. 
Roserts, ALFRED.—Joseph Wright, Doncaster. 
Roker, Georce.—T. A. Curtis, Guilford, Surrey. 
RowntrEE, Josuua.—David Russell, York. 
SauisspuRY, Wa. LLEWELLYN.—Matthew F. 
Hanley, Stafford. 
Satmox, Cuartes Epwarp.—William Salmon, Bury St. 
Edmunds. 
Scorr, Joun Jun.—John Scott, Sen., 60, King-William- 
street; J. R. Tindale, 13, Tokenhouse-yard. 
Srucox, Joun Watrorp.—F. Knight, Birmingham; W. H. 
Griffin, Birmingham. 
Smiru, CHARLES Brown.—Charles Corser, Wolverhampton. 
Smitu, Puitie.—A. R. Hudson, Pershore, Worcester. 
Sveyp, Clement Broveuron.—F. B. Hand, Uttoxeter. 
SavaRE, Evtror.—Jos. E. Square, Gresham-house, London ; 
J. Shelley, Plymouth. 
SrremsForTH, Raymonp Jos.—J. Bradley, Liverpool. 
SurcLiFFE, THOMAS.—William Stott, Rochdale. 
Sweetine, Epwarp.—H. D. Poole, 9, New-square, Lin- 
coln’s-inn. ( 
Tatbor, CHAs. Hexry.—Charles E. Matthews, 
Tasker, Ropert TALBoT.—Frederick Talbot, . 47, 
row; F. T. Tasker, Bedford-row. 
Turner, Rocer.—H. G. Brydone, Petworth, Sussex. 
Weston, AstLEY Sami, B.A.—J. G. James, Hereford. 
Wurrtinctox, Ropert Essury.—J. S. Falkner, Bath. 
Wixson, Taomas.—Thomas Robinson, Appleby, Westmore- 
land; F. F. Pearson, Kirkby Lonsdale. 
Wirnam, Purir.—F. R. Ward, 1, Gray’s-inn-square. 
Hilary Term, 1866, pursuant to Judges’ Orders. 
Aupriper, H. M., Jun.—H. M. Aldridge, Poole. 
Carr, Ropert Perry.—J. H. C. Coles, Eastbourne. 
Freeman, Ricuarp Joun.—R. M. Freeman, 4, Great James- 
street, Bedford-row. 
LANDICK, ALFRED.—T. E. Drake, Exeter. 
LLLEWELLIN, JoHN Georce.—T. M. Llewellin, Newport, 
Monmouth ; J. T. White, 11, Bedford-row. 
Muttens, CHARLES JosePH.—Francis Dollman, 141, Fen- 
church-street 
Hillary Vacation, 1866, pursuant to 23 and 24 Vict. cap. 127. 
CARTMELL, SruDHOLME.—John Nanson, Carlisle ; E. W. 





Blakiston, 


Birmingham. 


Bedf ord- 





Jones, Davip RrcHaARD.—William H. Thomas, Aberystwith. 
Keays, Frepk. LovELL.—Frederick Keays, 29, Bedford-row. 


James, 23, Ely-place, Holborn. 
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CrewE, WILLIAM OuTRAM.—Robert W. Litchfield, New- 
castle-under-Lyme. 

Harper, THomas Eruermer.—J. N. Keighley, 7, Iron- 
monger-lane. 

Kenrick, Grorce.—Wm. Jones, 3, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet- 
street ; T. H. Williams, 3 Serjeant’s-inn. 

Lyncu, Henry Foutks.—H. W. Purkis, 1, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields ; R. Brice, late of Lincoln’s-inn-fields, but now of 
Burnham, 

PassincHaM, Avaustus ANwyL,—Thomas Helps, Chester. 

se igs ARTHUR WuHirwortH.—John Watson, Brad- 

ord. 

Srenninc, Herserr Epwarp.—Benjamin Stenning, 16, 
London-street, Fenchurch-street. 

Wuitexouss, Ernst. F., Jun.—Walter Canning, Dudley. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Mr. E. Cuartxs, on Equity, Friday, Dec. 22. 

Mr. H. SHIELD, on Common Law and Mercantile Law, 
Monday, Dee. 18. 

The Lectures will be resumed on Monday, the 8th January 


next, and be continued to the end of the several courses in 
March. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


Last Quotation, December 14, 1865, 
(From the Official List of the actual business transacted.} 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

3 per Cent. Consols, 87% Annuities, April, ’85, — 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 9-87} lio. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 
3 per Cent Reduced, 874 Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. dis 
New 3 per Cent., 87} Ditto, £500, Do, dis 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 — Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. dis 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 — Bank of England Stock, 54 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 — Ct. (last half-year) 2484 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stock, 10$p Ct. Apr.’74 — | Ind. Enf. Pr., 4 p C., Jan. ’72, — 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 5§ per Cent., May, ’79, 1084 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 70, 1024 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 764 — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 — Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’66, — 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds,4 per Ct.,£1000, — pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4perCent.— | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 14 pm 
RAILWAY STOCK. 











Railways. Paid, ‘Closing Prices. 





Bristol and Exeter 00 95 
Caledonian . 125 
Glasgow and South-Western ..... — | 5 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock eas 43 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No.2. 
Great Northern nee 
Do., A Stock* 





Great Western— Original 

Do., West Midland—Oxford.. 

Do., do.—Newport 

Do., do.—Hereford 
Lancashire and Yorkshire .. 
London and Blackwall 
London, Brighton, and South Coast 
London, Chatham, and Dover. 
London and North-Western 
London and South-Western 
Mauchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln.. 
Metropolitan 

Do., New..... 
Midiand 

Do., Birmingham and Derby .. 
North British ... 
North London 








Scottish Central 
South Devon ...... . 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale 

Do., C 5s 
Vale of Neath .. ie 
West Cornwall 








* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Monzy Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
The money market presents a condition that, on first conside- 
ration, appears somewhat anomalous. Price or value is said in 
every case to depend upon the proportion between the demand 
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eee 
or, and supply of, the commodity in question. Nor is this pos. 
tulate of political economy disputed at the present day, or denied 
toapply to precious metals just as much as to brass, iron, or ay 
ordinary commodity. Whence, then, arises the present hj 

rate of discount, since the supply of money in the market is no 
by-any means inconsiderable. The answer to this question js 
that the demand for money is in proportion to the supply, anj 
that demand is founded not upon an increase of speculation 
amongst the trading classes or any permanent drain of gold from 
the Bank, but upon the sound nat firm basis of a high rate of 
profit being obtainable in almost every department of industry. 
and especially in the American trade. The result, therefore, of 


_the demand for money and the supply thereof being in a fair 


proportion to each other is that violent and sudden fluctuations 
in the rate of interest need not be at all apprehended for some 
time to come; while, on the other hand, the large profits maie 
by mercantile enterprise tend to keep the rate at a permanently 
high level. These are the views which we have always held on 
this point, and we think the recent steadiness of the rate of dis. 
count at a high average proves that our estimate of the causes a 
present mainly influencing the rate of interest has not been very 
erroneous. 

The bank court not having raised the rate of interest on Thus- 
day beyond the previous 6 per cent., some slight additional 
confidence has sprung up, especially as the exchanges with the 
continent have become firmer, and the drain of gold, which was 
threatening to increase, has somewhat abated. Since the date of 
the previous return, indeed, £688,000 had been withdrawn ; but 
it appears that the provinces, Ireland, and Scotland appear at 
present to labour under an excessive circulation, occasioned by 
their recent drain on the bank, and, accordingly, the foreign 
drain of gold is likely to be met, to a considerable extent, by the 
reflux of gold which has set in from the provinces, Ireland, and 
Scotland. It is not likely, therefore, that the bank will, at least 
within the next week, raise the rate of discount beyond 6 per 
cent. On the other hand, there is no likelihood whatever that 
the rate will fall below that quotation. 

A high rate of discount does not necessarily affect the estates’ 
market. This effect will depend upon the causes of the high rate of 
discount. If it be owing toa panic, as was the case last year, it 
will rather tend to raise the price of land, as being the only 
secure investment. But when a high rate of discount is occa- 
sioned, as at present, by a brisk state of trade, it tends to lower 
the value of land considerably, since mercantile enterprise offersa 
satisfactory degree of security, and, at the same time, a much 
higher rate of profits and interest than can be expected from in- 
vestments in land. 

An impression appears to be prevalent that joint-stock specu- 
lation is the main cause of the recent high rates of interest, and 
accordingly the daily at abound with suggestions for crip- 
pling the inexhaustible energies of promoters. The impediment 
that isthought most likely to accomplish this desideratum is an Act, 
making the directors, even of limited companies, responsible to 
an unlimited extent to the creditors of the company. This pro- 
jected change in the law of limited liability would, we think, 
only stop one spring of bitterness, with the ulterior effect of break- 
ing out elsewhere. It would tend to prevent men of fortune, 
position, and character, from joining such concerns, and only in- 
duce directors, when liable to an unlimited extent, to incur fresh 
debts whenever they saw the concern sinking. At present direc- 
tors of limited companies do not attempt such “ forlorn hopes,” 
but make up their minds to lose a little and try their fortune at 
another time. 

The stock markets continue very dull, but upon its transpiring 
on Thursday that the directors of the Bank of England had 
decided not to make any alteration in the rate of discount, Con- 
sols experienced an advance of } per cent. This recovery, how- 
ever, was merely temporary, as that very evening there was & 
fresh withdrawal of gold from the Bank. Consols, accordingly, 
have resumed their previous quotations. Nor, while the rate of 
interest continues at 6 per cent., is any recovery in the stock 
markets to be expected. 

All the other markets are dull. South-Eastern Railway stock 
particularly is depressed. American securities, however, have 
slightly im non We are happy to observe that the Credit 
Foncier and Mobilier of England, having learned that some 
doubts prevailed as to whether their company was in the flourish- 
ing state described by themselves, published an audit of their 
accounts. Why, we may add, should not every joint-stock com- 
pany be compelled to publish periodical audits of their accounts, 
and why should there not be auditors appointed by Government 
for this purpose. 

The discount market is still well supplied with money, yet 
great caution is observed. The — for discounts has 
slightly subsided, according to the latest accounts, because it 
appears many persons, fearing a rise in discounts by the Bank 
Court, have recently borrowed in excess of their actual wants. 
In the Stock Exchange money continues abundant, and 
short loans can be had on Government securities at from 3 
and 4 per cent. On the whole, if the rate of discount is 
high, the prospects of trade are good, and large profits will 

— or later bring the money market to a satistnctory con- 
ition. 
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ExPoRTS FROM OUR SuGAR CoLonies.—From a letter of 
a correspondent of the Zimes, dated 9th inst., and bearing on the 
subject of the recent outbreak in the island of Jamaica, 
we gather the following important facts respecting the 

rts of sugar from our chief sugar colonies:—In Guiana, which 
includes Demerara and Berbice, during the last years of slavery, 
the export of sugar was 870,000 cwt. From 1845—47 it sank as 
low as 500,000 cwt.; it is now upwards of 1,000,000 cwt. 
Trinidad, under slavery, exported 405,000 cwt. It never fell 
much below this amount, and now it averages 650,000 cewt. In 
Barbadoes the —- export in the last year of slavery reached 
390,000 cwt. It fell off during the period of struggle, and in 
1841 was only 260,000 cwt. It has now risen, on the average 
of the last four years, to 670,000 cwt. Mauritius, between 
1830 and 1833, sent us 520,000 cwt. per annum; her average is 
now 1,220,000 cwt., and in favourable years she often exports as 
much as 1,600,000 cwt. 


PusLic CoMPANIES.—A litte check to the operations of the 
company concoctors would, perhaps, be furnished if the public 
would abstain from subscribing in every case where it is not 
stated in the prospectus that the directors subscribe in cash for 
the amount of their | emer omar and have not directly or 
indirectly received any free shares or other pecuniary inducement 
for assuming the office, save such as is publicly avowed. At 
present in a large number of instances it is the practice of the 
promoter to buy his directors, of whom there are always a 
number in the market, and the lowest price paid usually consists 
of the so-called “‘ qualification,’ which ranges from £250 to 
£1,000, in shares. Of course, if such a statement were looked 
for, it would often be falsely made, the business being managed 
by some evasion; but the requirement would tend greatly to 
limit the available supply of directors, since even among the 
third-rate people who are willing to join anything, and whose 
names are most familiar in such positions, there are many who 
would hesitate to commit themselves to a misrepresentation, 
which, in case of discovery, would legally and socially be 
attended with fatal consequences.— Zimes. 


ESTLTE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
’ Dec, 8.—By Mr. MurRELL. 

Freehold business premises, being No. 25, Russell-street, Covent- 
garden ; let on lease at £125 per annum— Sold for £3,310. 

Freehold business premises, being No. 7, High Holborn; let on lease 
at £50 per annum—Sold for £2,000. 

Freehold business premises, being No. 8, High Holborn; let on lease 
at £35 per arnum—Sold for £2,000. 

Freehold business premises, being Nos. 16 and 17, High Holborn, let 

on lease at £304 10s. per annum.—Sold for £5.700. 

Freehold business premises, being No. 18, High Holborn ; let at £120 
per annum—Sold for £2,150. 

Frechold residence; being No. 4, Old Compton-street, Soho; let on 
lease at £55 per annum—Sold for £930. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 21, Queen-st, May Fair ; let on lease at 
£140 per annum ; term, 900 years from 1810, at £7 ground-rent— 
Sold for £2,430. 

Copyhold, 2 residences, being Nos. 1 & 8, Popham-street, Islington ; 
producing £52 per annum—Sold for £740. 

Dec. 12.—By Messrs, DesENuam, Tewson, & Farmer. 
leasehold premises, being Nos. 33 and 34, King William-street ; and 
10, Arthur-street West ; let on lease at £850 per annum, held by 
three leases, for terms of which 48 years are unexpired, at £142 per 
annum—Sold for £10,500. 

Freehold premises, pore No. 54, Crutched-friars ; let on lease at 
£150 per annum—Sold for £3,500. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 13, Ampthill-square, Hampstead-road, 
estimated annual value £80; term, 77 years unexpired, at £12 per 
annum—Sold for £910. 

Leasehold building site, comprising an area of 7,250 square feet, 
situate fronting Chapel and Motley-streets, Curtain-road, Fins- 
bury; term, 2 years unexpired, at £86 per annum—Sold for £500. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Dec. 11.—By Messrs. Dann & Son, 

Teasehold estate, comprising 5 messuages and shops in Brunswick- 
tow, Horseferry-road ; 9 tenements in Union-court and Bond-court, 
3 messuagesin Grey Coat-place, Horseferry-road ; and 7 tenements 
in Taylor’s-buildings, Westminster, producing £194 per annum— 


Sold for £2,160. 
By Mr. W. H. Moore. 

leasehold house, being No. 8, Polygon, Clarendon-square, Somers- 
town, estimated annual value £100 per annum ; term, 14 years un- 
expired, at £5 5s. per annum—Sold for £450. 

Dec. 13 —By Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousFietp. 

Lot |, freehold ground-rent of £4 per annum—Sold for £95; lot 2, 
ditto, £9 ditto—Sold for £200; lot 3, ditto, £25 ditto—Sold for 
£550 ; lot 4, ditto, £26 ditto—Sold for £580; Jot 5, ditto, £10 ditto 
—Sold for 260; lot 6, ditto, £8 ditto—Sold for £185; lot 7, ditto, 
£12 2s. ditto—Sold for £285; lot 8, ditto. £4 17s. ditto—Sold for 
£110; lot 9, £19 88. ditto—Sold for £420; lot 10, ditto, £9 1s. ditto 
—Sold for £230. 

Freehold house with sho’ » Situate in the High-road, Balham; let at 

' 50 per annum—Sold for £980. 
teehold ground-rent of £15 4s. per annum, arising from Nos. 6 to 
9, Balham New-road -Sold for £350, 

: hold, 2 houses, being Nos. 10 and 11, Balham New-road, pro- 
le Ucing £44 per annum—Sold for £660. 
em rege known as The Rookery, pe meet yer pro- 
8. per annum ; term, 22 years unexpi at £55 per 
aunum—Sold for £90. aie ” 











Leasehold premises, known as Ivy Cottage, Clapham-common ; let 
at £60 per annum ; term, 5} years unexpired, at £31 per annum— 
Sold for £65. 

Freehold house, known as Mary’s Cottage, Thurlow-street, Wands 
worth-road ; let at £32 10s. per annum—Sold for £430. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 54, Hunter-street, Brunswick-square ; 
term, 35 years unexpired, at £25 per annum—Sold for £400. 


AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 
Dec. 8.—By Mr. Franx Lewis. 

Life interest of a gentleman, aged 48 years. in the advowson of the 
rectory of the parish of Little Bealings, Suffolk, net value about 
£146 per annum—Sold for £150. 

One-third share of a policy of assurance, with bonuses amounting to 
£1,600, effected with the Equitable Life Office on the life of a gentle- 
man now in his 73rd year—Sold for £390. 

Absolute reversion to one-half of £1,500 5s. 1d. new 3 per Cents., re- 
ceivable on the death of a gentleman aged 75 years—Sold for £445. 

Lease (29 years unexpired) of the premises, being No. 9, Bedford- 
street, Pedford-row, at a rent of £35 per annum—Sold for £630, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CUTBILL- On Dec. 10, at Blackheath, the wife of Alfred Cutbill, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

DUNALDSON—On Dec. 10, at Southampton-street, Bloomsbury- 
square, the wife of William L. Donaldson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
of a daughter. f 

JOSLIN—On Dec. 6, at Maidstone, the wife of A. Joslin, Esq., Solici- 
tor, of a son. 

MACNAUGHTEN—On Dec. 12, the wife of E. Macnaughten, Esq., 
Barrister. at-Law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

EAGLE—BOND—On Nov. |}, at St, Luke’s, Abbottabab, Punjab, 
Francis B. Eagle, 41st Welsh Regt. of Foot, son of the late Francis 
K. Eagle, Esq., Judge of County Court for Suffolk, to Emma E., 
Sauer of the late Lieutenant-Colonel Henry Bond, of the 15th 

ussars. 

ELLIS—THOMAS—On Dec. 7, at St. Paul’s, Southport, Richard Ellis, 
Esq., Birkdale Park, Southport. to Lucy A., daughter of Isaac 
Thomas, Esq., Solicitor, Southport. 

FAWKES—CLEASBY—On Dec. 7, at Chelaham Church, Surrey, 
Ayscough, son of the Rev. A. Fawkes, to Edith M., daughter of 
Anthony Cleasby, Esq.. Q.C. 

PHEAR—BOLTON—On Oct. 16, at St. George’s Cathedral, Madras, 
the Hon. J. B. Phear, one of the Judges of the High Gourt of Judi- 
cature, Bengal, and Senior Fellow of Clare College, Cambridge, to 
Emily, daughter of John Bolton, Esq., and widow of the late J. C. 
Tabart, Esq. 

WILLIAMS~— ROGERS—On Dec. 7, at the Church of Sevenoaks Weald, 
Frederick Williams, Fsq., Barrister-at-law, to Gertrude E., daughter 
of John Rogers, Esq., of Sevenoaks. 

WILBY—HETHERINGTON—On Dec. 6, at St. George’s, Queen’s- 
square, Willlam H., son of H. S. Wilby, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of 
Saseveme, to Julia, daughter of the late Captain Hetherington, 

6th Regt. 

WRIGHT—CARDINALL—On Dec. 12, at Trinity Church, Halstead, 
Essex, C. W. John Wright, Esq., Solicitor, to Lucie Annie, daughter 
of James Cardinall, Esq., Solicitor, Halstead. 

DEATHS. 

BERTON—On Dec. 7, at Cork, Louise L. Kintore, daughter of the late 
George F. S. Berton, £sq., Barrister-at-Law, Fredericton, New 
Brunswick. 

bs Dec. 10, at Selby, Samuel Clarke, Esq., Solicitor, 
aged 32. 

DAUNT—0n Dec. 2. at Plymouth, Susan Leslie, daughter of T Towns- 
end Daunt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, aged 17. 

EMERY—On Dec. 2, at the Grange. Kanwell, Heberden F. Emery, 
Esq., Magistrate for the county of Somerset, aged 56. 

HESLOP-— On Dec. 9, at New Cross, William J. Heslop, -» Solicitor. 

HOME—On Dec. 7, at Glasgow, Margaret, wife of Robert Home, Esq., 
Solicitor, Berwick-on-Tweed. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months:— 

Atrorp. Rey. Samven, Glasbury, Brecknockshire. £49 18s. 8d. Re- 
duced £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by Rev. S. Alford. 
Bripgeman, Lapy Mary, Belgrave-square, Spinster. £188 14s, 5d. 

Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by Lady Mary S. L. 

W.Clive, widow of the Hon. Robert W. Clive. 

Burnaby, RicwaaD B., Woolwich, Captain Royal Artillery. 
dends on £37 3 per Cents.—Claimed by R. B. Beaumont. 
CazaLet, Peter C., Brighton, Esq. £687 3s. 7d. New ma Cent. 

Annuities—Claimed by Rev. G. S. Ebsworth, and Rev. W. Meade, 

the acting executors of P. C, Cazalet, 

De Sa, Anna, J., Richmond, Surrey, Spinster. £3,000 £3 5s. per Cent. 

Annuities—Claimed by A. J, Da Rosa. 

Futter, Benyamin, Chusnut, Bucks, Esq. £196 New £3 per Cent. 

Annuities—Claimed by B. Fuller. 

Srorry, Wittram, Esq., Emberton, Bucks, Gent., and the Rry. Jon" 

Buid@es Storry, Great Tey, Essex, both deceased. £105 New £3 

er Cent. Annuities—Claimed by M. Storry, widow, and W. N. 
Vortley, surviving executors of the Rev. J.B. Storry. * 


4 Divi- 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Hriendtly Societies Dissolved. 
Farivar, Dec. 8, 1865. 
Friendly Society, Recruiting Serjeant Tavern, Spon-st, Covent 
Warwick. Dec 4, abies —_ ” 
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Deine Friendly Society, Parish Clerk’s House, Rotherby, Leicester. 
c 4, 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Dec. 8, 1865. 
ne =, Bognor, Sussex, Baker. Jan 1, Hart v Batchelor, 
y. C. Wood. 
Booth, Wm, Mansfield Woodhouse, Nottingham, Yeoman. Jan 10. 
Fisher » Oakes, V. C. Kindersley. 
Finch, Froth, Carlton-hill East, March !. Finch ¢ Goutiere, V.C. 
w 


_ Robt, Dolgelly, Merioneth,Gent. Jan 8. Howell v Roberts, 
R. 


Thorpe, Eliz, Thorne, York, Printer. Jan 1. V. C. Stuart. 


TuEspay, Dec. 12, 1865. 
Ainsworth, Wm, Blackburn, Lancaster, Bricklayer. Jan !. Ains- 
worth o Ainsworth, Registrar of the County Palatine of Lancaster. 
— Jas Edwd, Chapmanslade, Wilts. Jan 11. Hallett » Buck, V.C. 
tuart. 
Connell, Edwd, sen, Manch, Merchant. Jan 15. 
dine, V. C. Stuart. 
Jones, Simon, Llanwenog, Cardigan, Farmer. Jan !2. Evans v Jones, 


Ramsay v Shelmer- 


M. R. 
— Richd, Penzance, Cornwall, Gent. Jan 12. Edmonds »v Millett, 


Taylor, Wm Hy, ur Kent, Rope Maker, Jan 7. Taylor v 
Taylor, V. C. Woo 


Lithia under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 

Last Day of Claim. 

Fripay, Dec. 8, 1865. 

Boyse, Augustus Freeman, Champs Elysées, France, Esq. Jan 20. 
White & Co, Gt Marlborough- st. 

Burchell, Anna, Churchfield House, Fulham, Spinster. Jan13. Park 
& Nelson, Essex-st, Strand. 

Charlesworth, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Card Maker. March 1. 
& Owen, Huddersfield. 

Clarke, Jane, Regent-st, Court Milliner. Jan 11. Johnson & Weatheralls, 
King’s Bench-walk, Temple. 

Cooper, Harriet, Cobham, Surrey, Widow. Jan 20. White & Co, Gt 
Marlborough-st. 

Drewett, Napper, Emsworth, Southampton, Victualler. Feb 1. 
ing & ‘Hamilton. Emsworth. 

Fitzpatrick, Daniel, Surbiton, Surrey, Engineer. Feb 4. Walters & 
Gush, Basinghall. st. 

Gurney, ae | Abingdon st, Westminster. Feb 1. 
Lombard-s 

Hodges, Sarah, Chelmsford, Essex, Spinster. 
Chelmsford. 

Hopkins, John, Firley, Gloucester, Farmer. 
Romney, Tewkesbury. 

King, Jas, Little Love-lane, Glove Manufacturer. Jan 6. Berkeley, 
Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Marsden, Eliza Mary Ann, White Hart-st, Newgate Market, Widow. 
Jan 6. Spicer, Cannon-st. 

Masters. John, Birling, Kent, Thatcher. Jan 11. Norton & Son, 
Town Malling, Kent. 

Perceval Fredk Jas, Solihull, Warwick, Esq. Jan 20. White & Co, 
Gt Marlborough-st. 

Pigot, Arthur Cecil Wm, Leamington, Warwick, Esa. Jan 20. White 
& Co, Gt Marlborough- St 

Roebuck, Hy, Huddersfield, York, Butcher. 
dersfield. 
Rothery, * a Wakefield, York, Gent. 
Wakefiel 

Sampson, wm Woodall, Dinnington, York, Farmer. Jan 10. Gains- 
ford & Bramley, Sheffield. 

Sandford, Jonathan, Cheadle, Chester, Surgeon. Feb 4. Tate & 
Jourdain, Bucklersbury. 

Smith, Mary Eliza, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Widow. Feb 9. 
A. & J.B, Haymes, Leamington. 

Tredcroft, Francis Katherine, Curzon-st, 
White & Co, Gt Marlborough-st. 

Wasnidge, Wm, Sheffield, York, out of business. 
Sheffield. 

Walker, Chas Hy, Upper George-st, Marylebone, Retired Commander 
Indian Army. Janl. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Waterhouse, Saml, Glossop, Derby. Feb 10. Marriott, Manch. 

Wolstenholme, John, York, Carver. Jan 1. L. & W. Thompson, York. 


Tvuespay, Dec. 12, 1865. 
baylis, Chas, Tamworth, Warwick, Butcher. 
Birm. 


Hesp 


Sten- 


Pattison & Wigg, 
March 5. Copland, 


Jan 8. Moores & 


Jan 30, Clough, Hud- 


Jan 25, Janson & Banks, 


May-fair, Widow. Jan 20, 


Jan 5. Fretson, 


Jan 25. Beale & Co, 
Bayles, John Moore, Denham, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan3l. Browne. 
Briggs, Rawdon, Bristol, Corn Merchant. Feb 1. Calvert, York. 
Butcher, John, Preston, ‘Lancaster, Farmer. Jan3l. Banks & Dean, 


Preston. 
Collier, Geo, Halifax, York, Machinist. Feb 1. Holgate, Rochdale. 
=, Hy, Sledmere-field, York, farmer. Feb 8. Jennings, Gt 
rT 
W. & B. Wake, 
Johnstone, Alex, Brick-lane, Spitalfields, Licensed Victualler. 


12, Tanqueray-Willaume & Hanbury, New Broad-st 
a oH Cuthbert, Chesterfield, Derby, Gent. Jan 17. Dabble, Chester- 
Rowe, Geo Jas, Whitechapel, 


Draper. Feb 1l. 
monger-lane, Cheapside. 
Skeate, Wm Sloper, Gorden Hotel, Covent-garden, Licensed Victualler. 
Jan 12, Tanqueray-Willaume & Hanbury, New Broad-st. 
Smalley, Hy, Droylsden, Lancaster, Joiner. Jan 20. Buckley, Ash- 


ton -under-Lyne. 
Feb 7. Phillips, York. 


Hirst, 


d. 
Wm, Retherham, York, Gent. Jan 15. 
ffield. 


Jan 


Champion, Iron- 


Stainforth, Wm, Haxby Grange, York, Gent. 

Swain, Peter, a Chester, Brass Founder. March 1, Darnton, 
Ashton-under-Ly: 

Taylor, Satl, Claines, Worcester, Pig Dealer. Dec 3), 





$< 


Assignments for Benehit of Creditors, 
Tvurspay, Dec. 12, 1865. 

Townend, Geo, Bradford, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Decl. Woodg 
Killick, Bradford, 

Startin, Edwd, Twycross, Leicester, Farmer. Nov7. Baxter, Ather. 
stone. 

Sharpe, John Carr, & Hy Cross Davy, Birchin-lane, Gunpo 
Manufacturers. Nov 14. Lawrance & Co, Old Jowry shana 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861, 
Frurpay, Dec. 8, 1865, 
Barker, Sesetagher, Rochdale, Laneaster, Plumber. Nov 8. Asst, 
Reg Dec 
Bennett, Wm, Chesterfield, Derby, Saddler, Nov 21. Comp. Reg 
Dec 7. 


Bryan, Saml Thos, eee Stafford, Merchant’s Clerk, Noy 
25. Comp. Reg De ce 7. 

naetiont, Jacob, Lanaiey Burrell, Wilts, Brewer. Nov 8, Asst. Reg 
Dec 


a On Thos, Rochdale, Lancaster, out of business. Dec 4, 
Asst. Reg Dec 6 

Butler, John, & Thos mae, Knaresbro, York, Woollen Drapers. Noy 
20. Comp. Reg Dec 6. 

Close, Geo, Aysgartle, York,Grocer. Nov 20. Asst. Reg Dec7, 

Conry, Jas, Manch, Umbrella Manufacturer. Dec 5. Comp. Reg 
Dec 

Croft, Ralph, High-st, Hoxton, Beer Seller’s Manager. Dec4. Comp, 
Reg Dec 

Davis. a Birm, Jeweller. Nov 27. Asst. Reg Dec 6. 

Ellis, John Wm, Naame rd, Mile End-rd, Attorney’s Clerk. Dec§, 
Comp. Reg Dec 

Eyke, Joseph john Richa, Camomile-st, Contractor. 
Reg Dec 7 


Faulkner, Thos John, Manch, Surgeon Dentist. Nov 27. Comp. Reg 


Dec 5. 
Forster, Jas, Chester, Cab Proprietor. lov 27. Asst. Reg Dec7, 
Keg Dee 5. 


Frankel, Julius, Lpool, Hosier. Nov 18. Comp. 
= King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Tailor. Nov 13. Asst. Reg 
Gingold, Moritz, Riches-ct, Lime-st, Merchant. Dec 2. Comp. Reg 
Ph al John, Kennington-green, Tailor. Comp. Reg 
Hart Js, Exmouth, Devon, Railway Contractor. Nov 9. Asst. Reg 


Nov2l. Comp, 


Nov ll. 


Horniblow, Jas Thorneloe, Tewkesbury, Gloucester, Clothier. Dec %, 
Comp. Reg Dec7 

Huntly, Jas Tyrie, 
Reg Dec 7. 

Hutchison, Wm, Lyme Regis, Dorset, Cement Manufacturer. Nov 6, 
Comp. Reg Dec 4. 

Jeffery, Adin, Leigh, Kent, Farmer. Nov 20. Asst. Reg Dec 8. 

Jones, Alice, Cerrig-y-Druidion, Denbigh, Widow. Nov 6. Asst. 

Comp. 


Seaham Harbour, Durham, Draper. Nov 11. Comp, 


Reg Dec 
Kaines, Caroline Emily, Plumstead, Kent, Widow. Nov 22. 
Reg 
= Edwin, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Draper. 
eg Dec 5. 
Lavington, Geo Rider, Greenwich, Kent, Horse Dealer. Dec 4. Comp, 
Reg Dec 8. 
Luke, John, Birm, Draper. Nov 14. Asst. Reg Dec 6. 
Mansell, Chas, Birm, Baker. Nov 18. Conv. Reg Dec 7. 
sfaudslay, Wm, Tonbridge, Kent, Gent. Nov 12. Asst. 
= Wm, East Greenwich, Kent, Oilman. Nov 21. 


Dec 1. Comp. 


Reg Dec & 
Asst. Reg 


Molteve: Wm Sherratt, Leek, Stafford, Actuary; x Brassington, 
Sheffield, York, Farmer, & Chas Brassington, Cheddleton, Stafford, 
Farmer. Nov 9. Comp. Reg Dec 7. 

Morris, John, Rhaymuey, Monmouth, Grocer, Sept 13. Comp. Reg 


Dee 7. 
Moore, John, Euston-rd, Ironmonger. Nov 30. Comp. Reg Deo. 
Nov 10. Asst. Reg 


Padfield, Fredk, Holcomb, Somerset, Haulier. 
Dec 8. 

— * Hy, Queen-st, Cheapside, Accountant. Dec 4. Comp. 
Reg Dec 5 

Peck, John, Plymouth, Devon, Gent. Sept9. Comp. Reg Dec?. 

Reid, Amelia, Buxton, Derby. Widow. Nov 29. Comp. Reg Dec 

Rignall, Jas, jun, Chatteris, Cambridge, Ironfounder. Nov 11. 
Reg Dec 6. 

Schofield, John, Rochdale, Lancaster, Manager in a Woollen Mill. Deo 
6. Comp. Reg Dec 8 

es sama Broad-st, Ratcliffe, Iconmonger. Dec 6. Comp. Reg 


‘Asst, 


selby, Weston, Nottingham, Farmer, Nov It. Comp. Reg 
D 


ec 5, 
Shipham, Harriet, Nottingham, Grocer. Nov 21. Asst. Reg Dec’. 
Asst. Reg Dec 4. 


Simmons, Saml Geo, Jewin-st, Stationer. Dec |. 
Smither, br Hy, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller. Nov 27. Comp. 


Reg Dec 
Swift Wm “Alfred, Lilliput House, Hendon, Gent. Dec 1. Comp. Reg 


ay Dec 6. 
Wenborn, John Geo, Pleasant-row, Holloway, Oi! Dec 1, Comp 
Reg Dec 
Wilson, , John, Halifax, York, Woollen Manufacturer, Nov 23. Asst. 
I 


Reg Dec 
Wray, P ata Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 16. Comp. Reg 
Dec 


Cc 8. 
Thompson, Richd, Lpool, Grocer. Nov 8 Comp. 


Tuespay, Dec. 12, 1865. 
Ainley, Alice, Halifax, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Nov 18, Asst 
17. 


Reg Dec 
Baker, John, Birm, Pistol Maker. Nov 30, Asst. Reg Dec7 
ag a Ezra, ee -inn, Holborn, Financial Agent. 


Reg Dec 
bariet, Jas, Folens, Southampton, Grocer. Nov 30. Asst. Reg 


Nov % 
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wm Geo, Rutland-yard, Knightsbridge, Builder. Nov 13. 
t Rasen, Lincoln, Boot Manufacturer. 


, Camberwell-grove, Widow. Dec6. Comp. 
Shadrach, Manch, Draper. 
Joseph Bishop, Beccles, Suffolk, Chemist. Dec 5. Asst. Reg 


il. 
ak Wm, Stoke-by-Clare, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Dec9. Comp. Reg 


Lpool, Draper. Nov 13. Asst. Reg Dec 1. 
fiwards, Susannah, Manch, Provision Dealer. Nov 13. Asst. I 


os, East Anstey, Devon, Yeoman. Dec 8. Asst. Reg Dec 12. 
Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. Nov 15. Asst. Reg 


12, 
Pann Benj, & Hy Robt Izzard, Osborne Steam Works, Walworth. 
Nov27. Comp. Reg Dec 11. 
is, Saml, Greenwich, Kent, Builder. Dec 6, Comp. Reg Dee !2. 
& John Hulme, Tattenhall, Chester, Drapers. Nov 14. 


Asst. Reg Dec 1 
Johns, Hy, Henley in-Arden, Warwick, Publican. Dec 5. Asst. 


il, 
B Geo, Maida-hill, Paddington. Nov 13. Comp. Reg Dec 8. 
Mitchell, Robt, Sunderland, Durham, Brtcher. Nov 15, Comp, Reg 


Dec 12. 
Mosby, Joseph, Methley Junction, York, Shopkeeper. Dec 4. Asst. 
Dec Il. 

as Longstaff, Sheffield, Law Clerk. Nov 16. Asst. Reg 


Dec 8. , . 
Ostler, Robt, Howden, York, Currier. Nov 14. Comp. Reg Dec 11. 
Pardoe, Edwd, Birm, Furniture Dealer. Nov 10. Asst. 
Parker, Robt, Bishopsgate-st Without, Commercial Traveller. 


Richards, Jas, Barnstaple, Devon, Saddler. Nov 14. Asst. Reg Dec1l 
Scholey, Wm, Mumps Oldham, Lancaster, Pork Butcher. 8. 


cell. 
Scott, Thos Graham, Bingley, York, Paper Maker. 
Dec ll. 
Sherlock, — Patricroft, Lancaster, Blacksmith. Nov 15. Comp. 
l 


Simmons, Jas, Barnsley, York, Plumber, Nov 17. Comp. Reg Dee 11. 
ichd Appleton Kobinson, Sunderland, Durham, Solicitor. 


Skyrme, John, Trevethin, Monmouth, Grocer. Nov 22. Asst. 
hae, Chas, Salisbury, Wilts, Boot Maker. Nov 21. Asst. 
Seren. tonal Jas, Redditch, Worcester, Palm Manufacturer. Nov 
Whitehouse, John, Handsworth, Stafford, Tobacconist. Nov 8. Asst. - 
oy Wn, Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Grocer. Nov 20. Asst. 


h, Northwich, Chester, Flour Miller. Decl. Asst. Reg 


Fripay, Dec. 8, 1865. 
To Surrender in London. 
Jas, International Hotel, London-bridge. Pet Dee 4. 
Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Beadle, John Thos, Cross-rd, Croydon-common, Carpenter. Pet Dec 
Raw & Gurney, Holborn. 
Berkshire, Geo Nathaniel, New Church-rd, Camberwell, Pyrotechnic 
Poole, Bartholomew-close. 
(arman, John, & Wm South, City-rd, Ironmongers. Pet Nov 23. Dec 
King, Queen-st, Cheapside. 
Carter, Chas, Upper Thames-st, Agent. Pet Dec 4. Dec 20 at 11. 
Digby & Son, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Davies, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 6 (for pau). Dec 21 
at 12. Howell, Cheapside. 
Eden, Geo, Kingsland-rd, Shoe Manufacturer. 
12. Wetherfield, Coleman-st 
Spaeten, Richd, Dalston, Middx, Dealer in Beer. Pet jDec 2. Dec 


Farrow, Fredk, Queen-st, Pimlico, Miscellaneous Salesman. Pet Dec 

Chandler, Bucklersbury. 

Gent, Wm, & Jas Gent, Ashford, Kent, Tailors, 

can & Co, Bloomsbury. 

Gwyer, Hy, Old Kent-rd, Carman. Pet Dec 6. Dec 20 atl, Ody, 
Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Hardman, Thos, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, out of business. 
Dec 20at 12. Olive, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Harris, Thos, Greenwich, Kent, Carpenter. Pet Dec 5. Dec 20 at 12, 
Fenton, Mansion House. 

Hodges, John, Tunbridge, Kent, Coach Builder. Pet Dec 5. Dec 21 
at il. Kent & Kent, Cannon-st West, 

lock, Wm, Southsea, Southampton, Florist. Pet Dec 6. Dec 20 at 
12. Wallis, Portsmouth. 

Moore, Sami, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 4 (for pau). Dec 


Chas, Regent-st, aa Manufacturer. 


Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 5 (for pau). 
Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 
_ g-st, Aldgate, Baker. 


tt, John, Lambeth-walk, Chemist. Pet Dec 6. Jan 10 at 1. 
Pidding & Wade, Clifford's -inn. 
Smith, Danl Brummell, New Windsor, Berks, Attorney-at-Law. Pet 
Brook, New-inn, Strand. 
Peterborough, Northampton, Corn Merchant. 
Dec 5. Dec 2latil. Smedley, Northampton. 
w, John, Stratford, Essex, Railway Clerk. Pet Dec 4. 
Webb, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
a Boot Maker. Pet Dec6, Jan 10 


Pet Dec 6. Dec 21 


Pet Dec 6. Jan 9 at 1. 


Seewell, Geo Wm, 








To Surrender in the Country. 

Bainbridge, John, Stanwix, Cumberland, Labourer. Fet'Dec5. Car- 

lisle, Dec 21 at 11. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Bee, Edwd Jas, Spalding, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Dec5. Birm, Dec 19 

at ll. Maples, Nottingham. 

Beldam, Wm, Bluntisham, Huntingdon, Farmer. Pet Dec 1. Hunt- 

ingdon, Dec 20 at 10. Thorpe & Watts, St Ives. 

Bower, David Farrar, Leeds, York, Chemist. Pet Dec 6. Leeds, Dec 

19 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Breedon, Thos Wm, Bristol, Cashier. Pet Dec 2. Bristol, Dec 22 at 

12. Clifton. 

Brookes, John, Birm, Ironmonger. Pet Dec 2. Birm, Dec 20 at 12, 

Brown, Birm. 

Browne, John, York, out of business. Pet Dec 2. Leeds, Dec 18 at 

ll. Simpson, Leeds. 

Brown, John, & Saml Lewell, Boston, Lincoln, Carpenters. Pet Dec 

5. Boston, Dec 20 at 10. Bailes, Boston. 

Carlin, Wm, Alfreton, Carrier. Pet Dec 2. Alfreton, Dec 13 at 1. 

Smith, Derby. 

Claude, Camille Bernard, Lpool, Clerk. Pet Dec. Lpool, Dec 19 at 

3. Gray, Lpool. 

Clements, Geo, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Coal Agent. Pet Nov 25. 

Gt Yarmouth, Dec 23 at 12. Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 

Davies, Wm Morris, Oswestry, Salop, Draper. Pet Dec7. Birm, Dec 

22at12. Keere & Harris, Birm. 

Deighton. Fredk Wm, Chesterfield, Derby, Hair Dresser. Pet Dec 2. 

Chesterfield, Dec 19at 11. Brisby, Chesterfield. 

Doddington, ‘‘hos Fredk, Manch, Merchant. Pet Dec 5. Manch, Dec 

19 at 12. Storer, Manch. 

Dowdeswell, Kobt, Cranham, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 4. 

Stroud, Dec 20 at 11. Clutterbuck, Stroud. 

Eyre, Stephen Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Adj Jan 9. Chester, 

Dec 18 at 3. Martin, Lpool. 

Farmer, Denne, Ashford, Kent, out of business. Pet Dec 2, Ashford, 

Dec 2! at 10. Norwood, Ashford. 

fawkes, John, Stapleton, Cumberland, Labourer. Pet Dec 6. Bramp- 

ton, bec 22 at 3. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Fishbourne, Thos, Sheffield, Steel Merchant. Pet Nov 30. Leeds, 

Dec z2 at 12. Fernell, Sheffield, 

Foulds, John, Salford, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Dec 5. Sal- 

ford, Dec 30 at 9.30. Fox, Manch. 

Gates, Jas, Ninfield, Sussex, Butcher. Pet Dec 4. Hastings, Dec 22 

atl. Shorter, Hastings. 

Grey, John, Shinfield, Bricklayer. Pet Nov 29. Reading, Dec 22 at 

ll. Pain, Reading. 

Hall, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj Sept 11. Hyde, Dec 20 at 12. 

Hammond, Hy Wilkinson, Gomersal, York, Wool Merchant. let Nov 

17. Leeds, Dec 18at it. Yewdall, Leeds. 

Hardy, Wm Richd, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. Adj Nov 9. Spald- 

ing, Dec 20 at 1’. Percival, Spalding. 

Hayward, Jas, Strand, Southampton, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 4. South- 

ampton, Dec z2at !2. Mackey, Southampton. 

Hill, John, Kamsey, Huntingdon, Potatoe Dealer. Pet Dec2. Hunt- 
ingdon, Dec 20 at 10.. Maule & Burton, Huntingdon. 

Hodgson, Jas, & Thos Mason, Borwick, Lancaster. Pet Dec 5. Manch, 
Dec 20 at 11, Gardner, Manch. 

Holden, Thos, Salford, Lancaster, Salesman. Pet Dec 6. Salford, 
bec 30 at 9.30. Mann, Manch. 

Jarinan, Geo, Cambridge, Fishmonger. Pet Dec 4. Cambridge, Dec 
2latl. Whitehead & French, Cambridge. 

Jones, Evan, Liansaintfread, Cardigan, Varrier. Pet Dec 5. Aberavron, 
Dec 20 at 11. Lloyd, Lampeter. 

Kellett, John, Leeds, York, Brick Manufacturer. Pet Dec 7. Leeds, 
Dec i9atl2. Harle, Leeds. 

Meakin, Wm, Middlewich, Chester, Ostler. Pet Dec 6. Northwich, 
Dec 19 at 3. Cooper, Congleton. 

Mills, Mark Nield, Ashion-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Machine Maker. 
Pet Dec 5. Manch, Dec 19 at 12. Brooks & Co, Manch. 

Owen, Jas, Macclesfield, Chester, Joiner. Pet Dec 5. Macclesfield, 
Dec 19 at il. Higginbotham & Barclay, Macclestield, 

Owen, John, Prisoner for Debt, Carnarvon, Pet Dec 4. Lpool, Dec 
19 at 11, Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Pearse, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Gloucester. Adj Nov 13. Bristol, Dec 
22 at 12. 

Peirson, Chas, Manch, Shipping Agent. Pet Nov 13. Manch, Dec 19 
at 12. Richardson, Manch. 

Riley, Wm, Halifax, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Dec 6. Halifax, 
Dec 2% at 10. Jubb, Halifax. 

Robson, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 15. Manch, 
Jan2 at 3. Henry, Lpool. 

Salisbury, Edric, Birm, Builder. Pet Dec 6. Birm, Dec 20 at 12. 
Sargent, Birm. 

Smith, John, Salford, Lancaster, Painter. Pet Dec 5. Salford, Dec 
30 at 9.30. Abbott, Manch. 

Smith, Jas, Docking, Norfolk, Tailor. PetDec2. Little Walsingham, 
Dec 21 at3. Wilkin, King’s Lynn. 

Stanley, Jas, Manch, Provision Dealer. Pet Dec4. Manch, Dec 20 at 
9.30. Leigh, Manch. 

Tash, Wms Mason, Chester, Tobacconist. Pet Dec 4. Lpool, Dec 19 
at 12. London, Chester. 

Tiffin, Wm, Carlisle, Cumberland, Schoolmaster. Pet Dec 6. Carlisle, 
Dec 2latil. Ostell, Carlisle. 

Waller, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Nov 11. Leeds, Dec 22 
at 12 


Wall, Francis, Eaton-under-Haywood, Salop, Blacksmith, Pet Dec 2. 
Shrewsbury, Dec 2! at 11. Davies, Shrewsbury. 
Westram, Wm, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Fellmonger. Pet Dec 5, 
Gainsborough, Dec 19 at 10. Bladon, Gainsborough. 
Wilkinson, John, Birm, Draper. Pet Nov 29. Birm, Dec 20 at 12. 
Reece & Harris, Birm. 
Wynne, Danl, Liandrilloynrhos, Carnarvon, Wheelwright. Pet Deo 4. 
Conway, Dec I8at 12. Jones, Conway. 
Yates, John Wildman, Ashburton,Devon, PetDec5. Newton Abbot, 
Dec 20 atll. Floud, Exeter. 
Turspar, Dec. 12, 1865. 
To surrender in London. 
Beattie, Jas, Stanley-rd, Ball’s-pond, Attorney-at-Law. Pet Dec 8, 
Dec 27 at 12, Dobie, Guil ~chambers, 
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Bryant, Wm Thos, Vale-pl, Hammersmith-rd, Hair Dresser. 
7. Dec 27at1l. Towne, Gt Russell-st, Bloomsbury. 

Clark, Thos, Victoria-grove-ter, Bayswater, Picture Dealer. Pet Dec 
9. Dec27at1. Davis, Golden-sq. 

Cooper, Saml Thos, Linton-st, New North-rd, Accountant. Pet Dec 
8. Jan !5at 11. Kent, Cannon-st West. 

Coster, Lydia, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
9at1l. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Dash, Hy Alfred, Davies-st, Oxford-st, Hatter. Pet Dec7. Dec 27 at 
11. Johnson, Clifford’s inn, Fleet-st. 

Denson, Isaac, Pickard-st, City-rd, Engineer’s Manager. Pet Dec 5. 
Jan 10 at ll. Morris. South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Dodwell, Arthur Edwd, Wellington-rd, Hammersmith, Clerk. Pet 
Dec 9. Jan 15 at11. Thistlewood, Phillimore-gardens, Kensington. 

Eldridge, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 7 (for pau). Dec 
27 at 12. Padmore, Chancery-lane. 

Harris, Chas, Wellington-st, Blackfriars-rd, Chair Manufacturer. Pet 
Dec 7. Jan 10at2. Hall, Coleman-st. 

Jones, Wm Burrow, Mile-end-rd, Baker. 
Waldron, Lamb's Conduit-st, 

Lott, Fredk, Blythe-lane. Hammersmith, Surveyor. 
15 at 11. Towne, Gt Russell-st, Bloomsbury. 
Naish, Saml Priddle, Euston-sq, Cab Driver. Pet Dec 9. Jan9 at 2. 

Ableet, Basinghall-st, 

Netherclift, Fredk Geo, Conduit-st, Lithographer. Pet Dec & Jan 
9at 12. Rose, Change-alley, Cornhill. 

Sharp, Chas John, St John’s-sq, Clerkenwell, Locksmith. Pet Dec 8. 
Jan9at 12. Waldron, Lamb’s Conduit-st. 

Solomon, Lewis, Portman-market, Edgware-rd, out of business. Pet 
Dec 8. Jan }5atll. Murray, Gt St Helen’s. 

Sparkes, Geo, Westbourne-park, Paddington, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 
8. Dec 27 at 12, Dennis, Southampton-buildings, Holborn, 

Sparke, ‘C{hos, Upper Whitecross-st,Greengrocer. Pet Dec 8. Dec 27 
at 12. Layton, jun, Islington. 

Stringfellow, John, Stratford, Essex, Railway Clerk. Pet Dec 4. Jan 
10 at 11, Webb, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Sutton, Hy, Ashford, Kent, Fly Proprietor. Pet Dec6. Jan 10 at 12. 
Duncan & Murton, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury. 

Teller, Isaac Lyon, Collett-pl, Commercial-road East, Merchant. Pet 
Nov 29. Jan9at2. Soloman, Finsbury-pl. 

Towers, Hy kobt, Charles-st, St John’s-wood, out of business. Pet 
Dec 7. Dec 27 at 12. Denton & Hall, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Vilches, Wm, Mark-lane, Comm Agent, Pet Dec7. Dec 27 at 12. 
Wild & Barber, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside. 

Wolfe, Wm Jas, Liverpool-road, Islington, Watch Case Maker, Pet 
Dec 8. Jan 9atl. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Ambler, John, Bradford, York, Cloth Dealer. Pet Dec 8. Leeds, Jan 
Xatll. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Bedford, Chas John Riland, Gt Malvern, Worcester, out of business. 
Vet Dec 2. Warwick, Dec 27 at 11. Parry, Birm. 

Blyth, Thos, Leicester, Jeweller. Pet Dec 8. Birm, Jan 16 at 11. 
Harvey, Leicester. 

Bray, Joseph, Manch, Plumber. 
Simpson, Manch. 

Britton, Robt, Manch, Provision Dealer. 
at ll. Gardner, Manch. 

Brown, John, Kirkham, Lancaster, Plumber. 
Jan 3 at 10, Edelston, Preston. 

Burrows, Edwd, Chariton Kings, Gloucester, Hay Dealer. Pet Dec 1. 
Bristol, Dec 28 at 11. Press & Inskip, Bristol. 

Coleman, Mary Ann, Pewsey, Wilts, Schoolmistress. Pet Dec 5. 
Marlborough, Dec 18 at 11. Cave, Newbury. 
Dean, Wm, Batley, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Dec 7. Leeds, 

Jan 8atil. Bond & Barwick, Leeds, 

laton, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Derby. Adj Nov 13. Leeds, Dec 22 
at 12, 

Finch, Wm, Birm, Nail Maker. Pet Dec?. Birm,Jan8at10. Hodg- 
son & Son, Birm. 

Fletcher, John Wm, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller. 
sheffield, Jan llatl. Turner. 

Greet, Hy, Plymouth, Devon, Carver. Pet Dec 9. 
Dec 27 at 11. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 

Hall, Francis, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 11. 
29 at 12. Husband, Lpool. 

Horncastle, Wm Watson, Brampton, Cumberland, Farmer. 
8. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dec 22 at 1. 
Tyne. 

Lilburn, Thos, North Shields, Northumberland, Painter. 
North Shields, Dec 21 at 12. Adamson. 

Looker, John, Kendal, Westmorland, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Kendal, Dec 19 at 11. Thompson, Kendal. 
Matthews, Chas, Dunkeswell, Devon, Yeoman. 

Dec 22 at 11. Tweed, Honiton. 

Maslin, Wm Turner, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Traveller for Ales. Pet 
Dec 9. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dec 22at 11. Clavering, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Morris, Walter, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Baker. Pet Dec 6. Chelten- 
ham, Dec 28 at 11. Boodle. 

Murray, Thos, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Potatoe Merchant. Pet Dec 9. 
Cardiff, Dec 26 at 11. Stephens, Cardiff. 

Paxton, Geo, Sunderland, Durham, Ale Merchant, Pet Dec 6. Sunder- 
land, Dec 22 at 12. Eglington Surderland. 

Phippen, Geo Fredk, Broadwinsor, Dorset, Cattle Dealer. Pet Dec 6. 
Bridport, Lec 22 at 12. Jolliffe, Somersetshire. 

Pickles, Wm, Leeds, York, Twine Manufacturer. Pet Dec 8. Leeds, 
Jan 8atll. Clarke, Leeds, 

Robinson, Wm, Northampton, Tailor. Pet Dec 9. Northampton, 
Dec 27 at 10. Sheild & White, Northampton. 

Rushton, John, Middleton, Lancaster, Kent Collector, Pet Dec 6. 
Oldham, Dec 21 at 12. Mellor, Oldham. 

Shacklock, Richd, Skipton, York, Spindle Maker. Pet Dec8. Leeds, 
Jan$8at ll. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Shottom, Proctor, Ryton, Durham, Capstan Fitter. Pet Dec5, Gates- 
head, Dec 26 at 12. Clavering, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Stathard, John, Goole, York, Butcher, Pet Dec 4. Goole, Dec 19 at 
12,30, Chester, Hull. 


Pet Dec 


Pet Dec 7 (for pau). Jan 


Tet Dec 9. Dec 27 at }. 
Pet Dec&. Jan 


Pet Dec 8. Manch, Jan 3 at 9.30. 


Yet Dec 8. Manch, Dec 22 


Pet Dec 8. Kirkham, 


Pet Dec 9. 
East Stonehouse, 
Lpool, Dec 


Pet Dec 
Hoyle, Newcastle-upon- 


Pet Dec 4. 
Pet Dec 4. 


Pet Dec 5. Honiton, 





Tassell, Wm, Staplehurst, Kent, Labourer. Pet Dec 6, Maidston, 
Dec 22 at 10. Morgan, a 
Thompson, Hy, Manch, Beer Retailer. Pet Dec 9. Manch 
at 9.30. Slack, Manch. viay 
Wells, Thos Wm, Cambridge, Watchmaker. Pet Dec 7. 
Dec 27 at 1. Whitehead & French. Cambridge. 
Wood, Joseph, Darlaston, Stafford, Tailor, Pet Dec 6. Walsall, De 
22 at 12. Brevitt, Darlaston. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fray, Dec. 8, 1865, 
Sharpe, Joshua, Pudsey, York, Dealer in Pigs. May 25, 
Symonds, Geo Augustus, Oxford-st, Ealing, Bill Broker. Dec4, 
Bingham, Jas, Portobello-rd, Bayswater. Nov 24. 
Morris, John, Rhymney, Monmouth, Grocer. Dec 4, 
Tuespay, Dec. 12, 1865. 
Ballard, Nathaniel, Faringdon, Berks, outot business. Dec 7, 
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ELICAN LIFE INSURANCE OFFICE 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1797,) 
No, 70, Lombard-street, E.C., and 57, Charing-cross, S.W, 
DIRECTORS, 


Octavius E, Coope, Esq. 
William Cotton, Esq., D.C.L., F.R.S. 
Thomas Henry Farquhar, Esq. 
Jas. A. Gordon, Esq., M.D., F.R.S. 
Edward Hawkins, jun., Esq. Matthew Whiting, Esq. 
Kirkman D. Hodgson, Esq., M.P. Marmaduke Wyvill,jun., Es, 
ROBERT TUCKER, Secretary and Actuary. 
Notice.—The next Distribution of Profit will be made at the eniy 
1868. All Policies now effected on the “ return system ” will 
The last Bonus varied from 28 to 60 per cent. on the premiums paid, 
Loans in connection with Life Assurance upon approved security, i 
sums of not less than £500. 
For prospectuses and forms of proposal apply to the Secretary, ory 
any of the Company’s Agents. 


VHE COMPANIES ACT, 1862.—Every requisit 

under the above Act supplied on the shortest notice. The Boo 

and Forms kept in stock for immediate use. Articles of Associatin 

speedily printed in the proper form for registration and distribatin, 

Share Certificates engraved and printed. Official Seals designed aj 
executed. No charge for sketches. 

Aso & Fuint, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, &c., 49, Fleet-stred, 

London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn), 


{FXO COUNTRY SOLICITORS—TRUST DEED 
j FORMS.—In registering Trust Deeds in Bankruptcy it is wey 
desirable that proper and correct Forms sliould be used, as Deedsan 
very often rejected in consequence of an incorrect Form being presente, 
This delay is avoided by obtaining the Forms direct from Gzoacs Dow 
1nG (late Sackett & Ruscoe), Stationer to the Office for Trust Deeds i 
Bankruptcy, 8, Quality-court, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


NK ERASING FLUID.—This valuable _ prepan. 
tion should be in every office. It is used by applying a smal 
quantity with the tip of the finger, or a camel hair pencil. The inkis 
completely removed, and the surface of the paper left quite smooth. 
Price, in bottles, 1s., 2s., 3s, 6d., and 5s.—Sample bottle post free,a 
receipt of 16, 28, 44, or 68 postage stamps. Liberal allowance to th 


trade. 
GEO. WILSON, 78, Borough-road, S.E. 
T° SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES 


will find the best-made article lower than any other house, Liss 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset Hou, 
Established nearly 50 years. Ordceis ebove £2 sent carriage free. 


‘NLACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality:- 

Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; super 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 183. setof six. Table Knives ai 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. ‘ 
6s, id, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Ute 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 year 
Ivory Tuble Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen, White Kone Knira 
and Forks, 8s, 9d, and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s, 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings,ail 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Iroamo 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plat 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has beet 
elebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage fw 


per rail. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


Henry Lancelot Holland, Esq, 
William James Lancaster, Esq. 
Sir John Lubbock, Bart., F.RS, 
Benjamin Shaw, Esq. 
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LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals p® 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear 
to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern, Thread 
8s. a. 8. 
10 Oandl 18 0 
0 Oand! 10 0 
10 Oand1l 18 0 





Tabie Forks, per d0z..+0.. 1 
Dessert ditto ..seccceeese | 
Table Spoons .....eesee00 1 
Dessert ditto ..secee.. 1 0 Oand1 10 0 
Tea Spoons ......+esee0.. O12 Oandd 18 O 

Every Article for the Table asin Silver, A Sample 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps, 


8. 
28 
145 
28 
115 
13 
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